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Abstract
A survey of the rules for consonantal usage in the various spelling systems 
advocated by fpraminars, spelling handbooks, dictionaries and commentators, 
together with the main usages of representative writers in most periods. 
Although the rules of grammars and the usage of contemporary writers by 
no moans always coincide, it is usually possible to observe certain trends 
in the development of various spellings, and in some cases to identify the 
source of particular variants. Many of the works named add little but mere 
support for an established usage, some are sincere and rational pleas for 
improvement, some are excentric in certain of their ideas. Yet it is 
noticeable in most periods where there is no official spelling that the 
majority of grammarians present the basis of a potentially viable system, 
although almost invariably drawing back from applying their rules consistently 
in all cases. The overall development of the spelling rules follows the 
evolution from the Middle Dutch period, with its largely phonetic system, 
through the rise of the"gelijkvormigheid" spelling from the 15th century, 
ousting the phonetic system by the mid 17th century, and the classical period, 
under strong French influence, where the influence of derivation and word 
interrelationships affected the relative purity of most previous systems, 
to the increase in philological study in the 19th century bringing the 
introduction of historical elements into the spelling, and the reaction 
against this since the end of the century. Since then there has been 
pressure for the change to a phonetically based system, tempered by the 
contemporary study of phonemics. All these trends can be seen both advocated 
and attacked by contemporary grammatical commentators. From their comments 
much detail emerges both on the motivation of this evolution, and on the 
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This introduction is intended to define the contents of the following 
chapters, Ihe rnannei’ of presentation and terms used, and to outline a few of the 
1 ir o b 1 e m s i nv o 1 v ed.
Throughout the discussion the term "grammarian" has been used as an all- 
embracing word covering writers of grammars, compilers of dictionaries,vocabular­
ies and spelling lists, and other writers who have merely inset the briefest of 
comments on language or spelling into otherwise non-linguistic works. It has 
often been assumed bo be probable (though rarely certain) that a writer who has 
expressed definite views on a particular aspect of spelling, will also have 
thoughb about other aspects, and that his usage is consciously adopted rather 
bhan uncritically used simply because it is the contemporary norm. This 
assumption is by no means uncontestable. Similarly dictionary entries are taken 
bo be the preferred form of the compiler and/or printer, whether or not there is 
any discussion on spelling contained in the book.
Parallel to this the term "writer" covers the whole range of literary figures, 
both major and minor, theologians, historians, politicians' letters, ship's 
journals etc..
Within this system the relative standing of the writers is largely ignored,- 
it Is the relative merit of the systems employed which is important here, and it 
is not to be considered strange to find, for example. Ten Kate's monumental work 
mentioned in the same breath as the most elementary of spelling book. It is 
moreover a moot point which would have the most influence on normal usagei 
Conversely it is not assumed that all aspects of every writer's system are 
equally important: for example it is extremely interesting that Sanderus uses 
"beloovde" in 1657, but of hardly any significance whether he uses '-d','-t' or 
'-dt' at the end of nouns.
A number of works have been included in the discussion which at first sight 
might not seem to be of great importance, one of the best examples of which are 
the numerous and often minor Dutch lahguage primers for foreign readers. However 
such works are indeed of interest in that they are often considerably more 
objective than grammars written for native readers, and will often list known 
variants for the benefit of their readers, whereas native works usually merely 
defend their own usage.
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There is no claim to completeness in the following discussion, either in 
works consulted or spellings analysed. A great many quotations are omitted 
simply because they offer nothing new,- it should not be assumed that those who 
are not quoted had no views on the subject 1 Similarly minor writers, on the 
whole, only have their usage given when it deviated in some way from the norm, 
whereas major figures, who could excercise some influence on contemporary 
practice, have their usage given more completely.
The spellings discussed hero are usually those which can be included in some 
contemporary theory or system; spelling variations of the type "hadem, kompt, 
gantsch, eige, meisjeschool" being largely unsystematic by nature, are excluded. 
Similarly there is no discussion of spellings for the letters J,L,M,N,R,W, since 
there have been few problems here, save the typographical evolution of J/l and 
U/v/W; H is discussed only in combinations with other letters(ch,gh,ph,rh,th,sch). 
Within each chapter the discussion of a number of different spellings are often 
included, simply because they share a common key-letter,-e.g. the spellings 
'-u(w)' and *wr-,vr-’ have in common the letter ’w', and are therefor included in 
the same chapter. Exceptions to this are made in the interests of chapter length 
for final 'd' and for 'ch'. Consequently the alphabetical chapter headings must 
not be taken too literally,- the use of 't' in "hij leert" for example is found 
in the chapter on 'd ' in verbs.
The examples used are often taken as merely representative,- if for example 
it is stated that a number of writers share spellings of the type "handt", it is
not meant to imply that they all use that actual word in the texts consulted.
Loan word spellings have on the whole not been subjected to the same depth of 
treatment as native words, since their development is mostly idiosyncratic and
bears little relationship to the development of native spellings, although
influence can sometimes be seen, as in the replacement of 'c' by 'k'.
Occasionally the discussion has been broadened to cover contemporary 
controversies between grammarians not directly linked with spelling (e.g.Marin- 
Halma), ahd often the interrelationship of grammars is discussed in more depth 
than the lack of variation between their individual usages might seem to justify. 
This is doen because it is of the utmost importance to know which grammars had the 
most influence: for example the usage of Richardson, Hillenius, Hexham and Beyer
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in of no great significance in itself, but the fact that they are all based to a 
greater or lorser extent on Van lleule (1633) i^ of considerable interest to the 
discussion of the latter's influence.
It has not been the intention to discuss the phonetic development of Dutch 
consonants, either in vacuo or as implied by the comments of grammarians. The 
actual pronunciation of the words concerned has usually been ignored, except for 
a few Instances where a contemporary variant pronunciation causes a variant 
spelling (e.g. the use of '-tie*,or '-sie', and '-s(ch)'), or where a possible 
pronunciation may explain an anomalous spelling (e.g. why prepalatal 'c' has 
resisted the change to 'o').
Concerning the summaries included at the end of most chapters, the datings given 
are usually approximate in the extreme, since they mostly indicate only trends, 
not specific occurances. The only exception to this is where a definite break 
occurod in the development, or where individual writers are specified. A linking 
of two names in the summary of one chapter naturally does not imply that all 
their other usages are the same.
In a number of quotations the spelling has been corrected where obvious 
misprints are concerned ('c' for 'e', letters inverted etc.). The punctuation 
has occasionally been modernised, where interpretation would otherwise have been 
difficult (e.g. the obsolete use of (;) for (,)), though for ethical reasons this 
has been avoided where possible within the bounds of intelligibility. The (/) of 
Gothic scripts has consistently been replaced by (,), since the use of the former 
in non-Gothic typefaces is inconsistent. The use of pairs of (/) or (,) has 
where appropriate been replaced by single raised commas ('), since this has the 
same function; sinfif^ e raised commas are also inserted where italics are used in 
the original text, e.g. to mark examples.
Of the problems involved the most striking is the conflict between writers 
and their printers. In very few texts indeed can it be claimed with any certainty 
that the spelling used is that preferred by the writer. In such cases a reference 
to, say, the usage of Bredero, should be taken to mean no more than "the usage 
contained in the edition of Bredero's book entitled..." as specified in the 
bibliography. Unless the writer had expressed views on the subject of spelling 
either in particular or in general, it must not be assumed that the usage is his.
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Sornoti.rnes a pi-lnber has an idcntiriable usage of his own, e.g.Waesberghe's 
use of ' in nouns, Lescail.je's use of '-d' in verbs, Voorstad's predilection
I'or books in odd spellings, Whover is responsible for the spelling employed in 
a part,i cular book is, in e certain sense, of lesser importance. More important 
Is the fact that it was in use at a given time. It is however more convenient to 
ref'^ r to the author of the book than to the printer. There are exceptions to this 
and the influence of the nrinter should never be underestimated in any period 
under discussion.
A few examples can show this: The printer of "Vlaerdinghs Redenrijck-bergh" in 
1617 writes in the preface that "wy hebben dezelve, wat de uytspraeck ende 
spelding belangt, soo hier soo daer alternat wat verandert ende gebogen naer het 
ghemeynste gebruyck"; Hendrik Leers writes in the introduction to the later 
edldons of Hexham's dictionary that he is responsible for the spelling used; the 
])rinter of dmyters' "Epitheta" seems to render unintelligible the anagram with 
which Smyters signs the introductory poem: "Myn haters zijn zot" can only yield 
"Anthonija Smyterz", whereas the use of the spelling defended by him in I6l3 would 
render a more exact anagram, with 's' for 'z' (unless Smyters considered 's' and 
'z’ to be absolutely interchangeable!); Overschie, despite bis individual ideas 
on spelling, writes that of the various printers he has come into contact with, 
he "elk na hun zin eens wilde laate begaan" for the spelling of his books. Ampzing 
and Huydecoper both bemoan the laxity of printers. It is even known that Dutch 
printers were instrumental in changing contemporary French spellings, by adopting 
some more radical usages of the 17th century (see for examples "l'Orthographe", 
Pierre Burney, Paris,1967, p.26,94).
There is a certain amount of justification however for alluding to the books 
by the author rather than the printer, since that is what happened in earlier 
times: many are the times that a spellings has been defended, for example "because 
Vondel used it", meaning that it is used in the edition of Vondel consulted by the 
writer. The prime example of the dangers in the uncritical use of this method is 
where Verpomrten uses Cats in defense of his own use of 's' and 'z' in "zijn,zelf", 
and Wolf, in defense of his own "sijn,self" system writes that "By Cats... is er 
toch immers ggene 'z' te vinden"(see chap,11).
A relatively minor problem is the familiar "chicken-and-egg" principle: did a 
spelling become common because a certain grammar used it, or was the grammar
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rfjriecllng an oxlaii.ng trend? The best edampfe of this is in the poems by 
Heugelenliurc, which have exactly the same system as Winschooten's grammar and 
dictionary,- the first to discuss or defend it. The only drawback is that 
Hougid.enburg’s book was printed the year before Winschooten’s grammar I The same 
problem probaV>ly covers almost every spelling mentioned in the following 
discuss ion.
A minor matter of terminology is the difference between "analogy" and the 
system of "gelijkvormigheid", where, for exanple a certain letter is used 
because it is present in another form of the word, e.g. "hand" ends in ’-d’ 
because of the presence of a 'd ’ in the plural "handen". Although this is 
indeed a form of analogy, the two are not exactly the same, - a difference best 
Illustrated by the verb form "hij vindt", where the '-t' is caused by analogy 
with "hij spelt, hij speelt"etc., and the ’-d-’ by gelijkvormigheid rules,given 
the plural "wij vinden". For this reason the term gelijkvormigheid has not 
been translated (if a suitable word existsl).
The term"progressive" as used below, is difficult to define, and should 
often be read as no more than "anticipating accurately future trends", not 
necessarily implying a difference in merit between the two systems or writers 
concerned. In a similar vein, the term "strange spelling" should not
automatically be talcen as condemnatory,- today’s strange spelling is tomorrow’s
hallowed usage (cf. the use of '-s(ch)’,'-gt', and the long vowels of the 
De Vries/Te Winkel system!). Many spellings appear strange for no other reason 
than that they are not in use now. This does not imply that they are any less 
practical, or preferable than other more familiar forms, a case in point being
the use of final 'v' in "briev", or the spelling "lachchen", both of which
have very logircal arguments in their favour.
ChajU.(;r 1; D in final position. 6 .
The devo.lopinenl of words ending in '-b' from those ending in '-bbe’
Thi- nronimciat 1 on of final ' -b' as /b/, according to grammarians
Tlie nronme iu f-ion of final '-b' as /p/,according ho grariuTiarians
The change of spoiling from '-b' bo '-p*
As will 1)0 soon in later chapters, for words ending in ’-d’ and '-g', there 
were often lengthy arguments about whether '-d,-g' or '-t,-ch' or '-dt,-gh’should 
be used. For 'b' however most of those arguments are not to be found. And for 
this there is a straightforward reason: throughout the Middle Dutch period and up 
to the end of the ]6 th century the7-e were no such words. The nrrmal was the 
longer form, such as "webbe, ik hebbe", so that there was no problem. The short 
forms "rib, web, heb" etc. do occur, though less common, in later Middle Dutch 
(none of Van Helten, Franck of Van Loey list "ik heb" as a Middle Dutch form),but 
whereas the standard spelling of the other apocopated or uninflected words shows 
a letter alternation, as in "schrljf-schrijven, goet-goede, dach-dag(h)en",words 
are not found with a final '-p'and inflected '-bbe'. There must be a reason for 
this, and the most plausible is that these words retained a final /-e/sound, 
usually very short, which would preserve the, voiced sound of the /b/. Most early 
grammarians use the longer forms, possibly because they spoke Southern dialects 
where these forms still exist (e.g.Lambrecht, ^ilian). If the normal spoken form 
was '-bbe' then, it is not to be expected that grammars will feel any difficulty 
with the spelling; Lambrecht, Plattijn, Kilian, De Heuiter all give the longer 
I forms only. Do Heuiter possibly aludes to the above-mentioned reason, when he 
writes that "die letter bina atom uit den mont niet kan geraken, voor datse 'e' 
open dout, wardende (in the name 'Be') door haer hulpe ... met mouite geboren".
Two situations where the shorter forms sometimes did occur were before a vowel 
(often in inversion), and in compound nouns. Thus we find De Castelein writing 
"Van eerst heb ick u wtvercoren", where the '-be' is elided, and in Plantijn 
alongside entries "krabbe, webbe" are found "krabsel" and "ik heb hem goet cier 
ghemaeckt", where the '-be' is dropped (probably elided) before the imstressed 
"hem". Similarly Kilian has "webbe" etc., but "webdraed,webspinne, krabsel",where 
he retains the 'b' even when (because of assimilation) it must have been 
pronounced as /p/ (webspinne). This is usually attributed to a primitive sense of 
gelijkvormigheid, though this would imply that he used other gelijlrvormigheid 
spellings such as "dag," which he does not.
Towards the end of the l6 th century the shorter forms begin to appear more
IT'f'iUfiitly; 'Jl-oviri regularly uses "Ik heb, crab", possibly in line with his thoDry 
Ib'ih ihe shorter I,tie form of the word the purer it was. Even so it is doubtful 
If ho weu111 have used such forms if they were not already known in the language. 
The fwo-spraack also uses and ’ists "heb" as normal, and Van Heule lists "hebbe 
of to heb" (p. he), though for rioims he only recognizes the longer forms. In his 
second odii.ion he explains iiis position more fully: "De Hollanders (zeggenj... 
Vraeg, Ic zeg, Tc heb,...in plaotse van vrqge, Ic zegge, Ic hebbe,... Dusdanige 
vei'kortingen zijn verwerpelic"(p.61). He is, however, just an opposed to abnormal 
"verlanglngen" in Flemish "lonene, Wagene, '"chuyte".
Heithor Ampzing nor Van der ochuere recognize the shorter forms at all, and 
the first gramrnai'ians after the IVo-spraock to actually use the "heb" form seem» 
j to be Plemp (1632) and Kok (1649); ^eupenius, in his system, uses "hebb".
I I,ii,erary use of "ik heb" had been fairly common since early in the century: Hooft
Prediero, Camphuysen, Pontekoe all frequently use it. Its use in poetry was often
especially convenient, whether written "ik heb" or more cautiously "ik hebb'"
(even when not before a vowel), in order to save a syllable in the line.Similarly 
the longer forms were useful in maintaining the length of the line, and also the 
rhythm. Many users kept wholly to the longer form however, e.g. Binnart's 
Biglotton preserves the forms of the earlier Dictionarium even in the revised 
edi. 1/Lons of 1 6 5 9  and later.
By bho mid 17th century "heb" was fully acceptable, though the nouns "webbe, 
ebbe" etc. tended to keep their longer forms. The verb form "ik hebbe" was not
dead however: Moonen always uses the "ik" form of the verb with final '-e', and
he and Myloe both discourage the use of "heb". In 1696, in the contretemps 
between Rabus and Van der Linden (see chap. 1.3), Rabus ridicules his opponent for 
using the shorter forms of such words, as Van der Linden had described as 
hopelessly old-fashioned those who used the '-bbe' forms. These,unfotunately, 
tended to be just those who Rabus admired most: "Ja, Hy (VdL.)kan zig niet genoeg 
verwonderen, dat ook 'Geletterde Mannen dikmaal so Slordig sijn op haar eige 
Moedertaal', dat zy zeggen 'verre voor ver, &ope voor hoop, ik hebbe, ik hadde 
voor ik heb en ik had enz.'", and had also "berispt (de genen), die Ezelinne, 
Kennisse, Gelijkenisse, Besnijdenisse, Getuigenisse enz. schrijven; daa± het,naar 
zijn nieuwe uitvinding, Eselin, Kennis, Gelijkenis, Besnijdnis, Getuignis moet 
zijn. Op dezelve Hottentotsche wijze schrijft hy Ondvangnis". Perhaps Van der
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Lltuien had Iw-on a lid.Me boo f'orthri ght in his condemnation, but Rabus is hardly 
jurd.Lficd in calling it a "nieuwe uitvinding", Apocopation of final '-e' had 
begun at least in the early l.tth century, even sporadically in the 1 4 th century 
for common nouns ( "7.one/zoon"etc), and although it is admittedly a later 
phenomenon for verb forms and the suffixes '-isse','-inne', these were certainly 
well-known in the 17th century.
Already in 1633 Van Heule had recognized the shorter forms;"De verkorting 
worb dlcmael gebruykt inde gevallen, en in de gheslachten, als 'mijn ziel' voor 
'mijne ziele',...ooc 'Vraeg, antwoort, Getuygcnis' voor 'vrage, ant-woorde, 
getuygenisse'"(p.146). Similarly the resolutions of the Bible translators show 
the existence of’ the apocopated form:"'Getuygenisse' et similia, cum 'e' in fine 
post duplex 'ss', aliud est 'vonnis', quod etioam scribitur cum unlco 's' et sine 
'8 '". A contemporary of Rabus, and his successor as editor of the Boekzaal,5ewel, 
states in the volume for 1703(1703b,123), that the forms "heb, weet, verneem"are 
best used for the indicative, reserving "hebbe, weete, verneeme" for the subjunc­
tive. "Heb" is used by t.he Flemish "Grammaire plus exacte" of 1701, and also by
Van Helderen 20 years earlier in 1683.
Rabus then was exaggerating, and it is most likely that he thought such forms 
vulgar. This too must have been the reasoning behind the writings of De H&es, 
Kluit, and others later in the 13th century. De Haes has such words only in the 
longer form: "webbe, ik hebbe" etc., and Kluit says, in discussing such spelling 
alternations as 'f/v', 's/z',that there can be no possibility of such an
alternation with '-b', as he know of no suitable words 1 He quotes "ebbe, kwabbe,
lubbe, schubbe, ribbe" as being in the same class of words as "kladde, kudde,
, plagge". Nonetheless he actually uses "ik heb".
Kramer's grammar gives the alternatives in the vocabulary section: "Eb,Ebbe; 
Krab, Krabbe". He also gives the similar alternatives for '-is(se)':-"Die 
hochdeutsche Endsylbe =niss hat im Hollandischen -nis (nisse)".
Even at the present time some word pairs still exist: the 1954 Woordenlijst 
lists " eb(be); web, webbe; rib, ribbe; krab(be)"(sic). The tenacity of the 
non-apocopated form suggests tliat in some way the mechanics of producing a final 
I /b/ inhibit the dropping of the /e/ (cf. De Heuiter above). And it is probably 
true to say that the continued existence of the longer forms alongside those 
spelt with final '-b' has inhibited any tendency towards a phonetic spelling with
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'-p', ('îven wti(in if, was pronounced v/ilb /p/.
;;omo, pri warily in the eighteenth century, have maintained, possibly for this 
very reason, that firm] '-b' was not pronounced the same as final '-p'. But here 
the power oT autosuggestion iim*;t not be neglected, especially as several of the 
rmme writers profess to hear a diffV-rence between final ’d ’ and 't','ch' and 'g* 
etc., v/hlch would be contradicted, in most dialects at least, by well-established 
Dutch sound laws,- namely that a final voiced consonant loses its voicing.
i'ost noticeable is the possibility of autosuggestion in the case of the 
Twe-spraack: "De b en p in abt, beslabt, krabt, ende tapt, lapt, klapt verschelen 
In geklanck wainigh",- they differ little, but they do differ, so it is claimed. 
This is strengthened by the fact that in all examples the ’b' is followed by 't', 
in which position there is even less pr&ibility of there being any pronounced 
difference between the *b' and tfie 'p*. The writer choses the ’-bt’ forms 
presumably because words now having '-b,-p' would, as far as he was voncerned,end 
in '-bbe, -ppe', where the difference does not need to be pointed out. For him 
the similarity coyld only occur when the 'b' or 'p' was followed by 't'.
At a later time, Winschooten, like a great many others, claims to hear a 
difference between 'b' and 'p' in all positions: "Soo de lippen stijf op 
malkanderen gedrukt warden, soo komt de P in de plaats van de B; gelijk wij weeten 
het onderscheid tussen slab en slap, slabben en slappen"(p.3). Huydecoper 
likewise hears a difference between all final voiced/unvoiced consonant pairs, 
including '-b/-p', yet he concedes that the unvoiced pronunciation actually exists 
albeit undesirable: "De voornaamste tegenwerping diemen tegen Ide spelling 'god, 
snood, verkeerd') inbrengt, is de uitspraak, dewyl, zegtmen, de T aan het einde 
van alle die woorden gehoord wordt: 't welk ik ontken waar te zyn. En die 'God' 
(Deus) uitspreeken als 'Got' (een volknaam), en 'nood' (gevaar) als 'noot' (een 
boomvrucht) konnen met het zclfde recht beweeren, datmen moet schryven 'ik hep', 
voor 'ik heb': want daar is geen minder onderscheid tusschen 'God' en 'Got', als 
'er is tusschen 'heb' en 'hep'. Doch al sprakmen zo, wat gevolg, dat een 
bedorven uitspraak ook de schryfwys bederven moet?"(l,3 1 )•
Zeydelaar considers the pronunciations different: "B wordt aan 't einde van 
de volgende woorden met haar' natuurlijken klank' uitgesprooken, zijnde de 
overéénkomst van geluid, welke men voorgéévt, dat zij aldaar met de 'p' hebbe, 
mijns oordeels, van zeer weinig belang. voorbeelden: slab, bab, hèb, krèb,... I
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lininort- l;i 't vr'rnclii] busschon ''-lab' en 'slap', tusschen 'schrab' en 'schrap', 
on Il'U'gel i jkn woorden, in do uitspraak, zeer wel to onderscheiden". He uses 
tdn:; dirC^rence In (hd’onse of his geli j kvormigheid system.
A grouji of ip's'mnarr. at the end of the lith century which often have the same 
idoris, com[)T-inos thot of Mtljl, published and edited by Bolhuis, that of Eolhuis 
!0 mseli', and some of the various works of the Nut,- Bolhuis being the link-pin, 
as he wrote some of the MuL's school ^p'ammars. Their rulings on this aspect are 
similar: all are convinced gelijIcvormigheid spellers, and all hear a difference 
in their pronunciations of such final consonant pairs. Stijl: "(het) meem/oud 
(toont) do rechie eigonschap van spelling en uitspraak des woords in het end van 
't eenvoudige. kn deze spelling rnaakt ook dikwijls een nuttig onderscheid in de 
betekenis,...slab, slap, bob, top,...". (Note that he still uses "betekenisse", 
suggesting that for some at, least Van der Linden had been just as revolutionary 
as Tabus i.iplied l) Bolimis wr >te that "deze letters verschillen slechts in 
zachtheid, of fcherpheid van klank;...deze klank is zo bestendig, en zo eigen aan 
de woorden, dat dikwijls hunne betekenis I sic) daar near verschilt,...krab,lcrap, 
slib, slip, tob top, schub schup". In his section on "Spelkunde"(p.38) he 
modifies this by saying that "aan het einde is dat onderscheid van scherpheid en 
zachtheid, bezwaarlijker te ontdekken, vooral in 'd' en 't', 'g' en 'ch'",- the 
implication being that it was easy for 'b' and 'p'?
The works of the Nut are almost unanimous. The Spraakkunst of 1314 writes 
that "Dit verschil van uitspraak doet zich voor in 'tob (tobbe)' en 'top'...", 
and that "de 'b' (is) algemeen als sluitietter aangenomen"(p.107). But the 
Rudimenta of 1305, written for the most part in Siegenbeek's spelling, claims 
that "De b, zacht zijnde wordt zelden gebruikt om eene lettergreep te sluiten; 
behalve in de woorden 'abdij', 'abba'",- presumably the writer had overlooked all 
the words with double 'bb', suhh as "hebben, webbe", where the 'b' similarly 
closes a syllable 1 The Nut's Trap der Jeugd by Varick conversely stated that 
"Aan het einde van een woord of een lettergreep wordt het gebruik door uitspraak, 
afleiding of verschillende betekenis beslischt - krap krab, slab slap". A 
slightly earlier work, that of Wester in 1793, shares their opinion: "Het 
onderscheid van B en P achter aan eene lettergreep blijkt in '«lab' en 'slap'".
Such comments now became standard practice, often heavily influenced by 
preceding works. David,, for example, in 1353, lists the word pairs "slab slap.
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M'il) oie., (](•:',pile just having aaicl that "De b, zacht zynde, wordt zelden
g'-brulkt OUI eene ].ettvn'greep te sluiten, b^dia]ven in de woorden 'ab-dy','heb- 
-z.uchtd", which he seems to have .1 itted almos.t verbatim I'rom the hut's RucMmental
"owevrw', as a resnl I. of the now lingul tic, dialectal, and phonetic studies
()(' th(.' 11 th centiw;/, by such as De Vries, Te "inkel, De Jager, it was
ostabllsiiod I,hat for standard Dutcii there was no difference in pronunciation of 
final '})' and ' p' . This fact took a long time to settle,- normally in the past 
it had ju,. t i;een s la ted that "b on p (hebben) grote gorneenschap t'sarnen" (Twe- 
spraack) , "Do i) hel’t mot de P gernt.enschap van geluyd" ( Van der ochuere), "De b
lieeft groote geinoenschapp met de p" ( Leu’lenius), "De B heeft seer groote gemeenschap
met de P" (li.C. P. ), etc., etc., though as mentioned above many of these were only 
discussing intervocal Ic use, us tiiey did not recognize the forms "web,rib" etc..
One of the first to have acknowledged the similarity of pronunciation in 
final porl/Lon was the society Mil Volentlbus Arduum, in around 1673: "De 
overeenkomst tusschen de ' b' on ' p' (is) gi'ooter, als tusschen eenige van de
opgetélde consonantes of Meeklinkers",-n.b. the exact opposite of Bolhuis's claim
that the similarity was greatest for ' d/t, g/ch'(see a'oove),- "gelijk ieder, die 
slechts met aandacht op der zelver klank wil letten, terstond gewaar zal worden. 
Waar6 m derzelver geluid niet alleen op het einde der syllabe of Lettergreep 
nuauwelijks verscheelt, als in 'krab' en 'schrap'..,, maar ook ...in 'gekrabs' en :
'geschraps', 'gelabd' en 'verslapt'". The rhyming of words of which one had '-b'
and the other '-p' was deemed acceptable. One of their prominent members, Pels, 
wrote "zo mag men kindsch met Prina berymen, noord met voort,/ en kap met krab". 
Even in 1620, however, Camphuysen can be found using such a rhyme in Godt de 
Wraak: Ghy evenwel, ghy zijt het, Godt daer ic op sta en hoop on schep;/ Ghy zijt
het al wat dat ick heb"(p.5 ).
î’ixamples of '-b' rhyming with '-p' are actually extremely elusive, especially 
compared to the superabundance of rhymes between '-d' and '-t'. Nil Volentibus's 
Verhandeling goes on to quote examples of rhymed "geschob/op", and with final 't', 
"hebt/schept, lubt, bedrupt, gekapt, gekrabd, Charybd/ontslipt" in Vondel, Huygens, 
and Camphuysen. For examples: "...Ten end myn buys een porrend voorbeeld beb/ en 
deugd lust schep"(Camphuysen Psalm lOl); "Terwijl dat arme volck de handen van ‘t 
geschrobb/ En touw en takel zeer ten duyfet'ren herael op" (Huygens Hofwijk).
In 1315 De Neckere (p.55) quotes Vondel as rhyming "onderschep/ seb", but
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ii'ifiu't,ni l ' l l ,r;ly dons not givw his s o u r c e .  The only other example located, after 
exi ' Tisi.ve s c ' i r c h i .ng, is i n the poem Papaver-bed by Van Looy: "Als een vlinder uit 
zijn pop/ hot ten zij nil lob ha lob,...", though other examples must surely exist!
huydecoper, in his attempts lr> discredit the pronunciation /hep/ (see above) 
.'ictually becomes the first to record such a pronunciation as being with /p/, 
rathrr than just being similar to it; it is doubtful if he would have welcomed 
this tionour. A few years earlier Van Gavoren had come to the conclusion that 
fin.'il ' -b' was very nearly /p/: When J^oeraet wrote his booklet defending Moonen’s 
spelling, in 1703, Van Gaveren reviewed it in the Boekzaal (l708a,357), and rloné 
too favourably: "De maker van dit boekje, P.M.P. (zo 't my toeschynt nog een 
j u'igeling) toont zlch allenthalven een nersoon van oordoel en bescheidenheit".
With reference to final '-b' Moonen, defended by Poeraet, had merely stated that 
"De B heeft in de uitsprake gemeenschap met de P. ... De B (is) eene zachte P, en 
de P...eene scherpe B; gelyk blykt uit de woorden 'slab' en 'slap', 'labben' en 
'lanpen'". Van Gav'ren disagreed with this: "De D in 'Quab' voor 'Quabbe', in 
'Neb' voor 'Nebbe'...komt ... nader aan de P dan aan zich zelve. ... Echter wordt 
de B behouden", - he was no radical 1
Ten Kate cautiously went a little further than Nil Volentibus: "Het 
onderscheid tussen onze horde en zagte Meedeklinkers, wanneer ze ten einde eener 
Silbe staan, als tussen eF en eV; eS en eZ, eT en eD, eCH en eG, en eP en eB (is) 
kleiri, en zonder proeve naauwelijks te hooren",- i.e. if one was not loolcLng for 
it, one would not know it was there!
The first to write that final '-b' sounded exactly as /p/ (apart from 
Huydecoper!) was Van Belle:*'Men spelt met B, Ban, Boek, als zagt van vooren,/
Doch scherp als P aan 't einde eens woords te hooren: /Want (zegt A.Pels) 'zo 
rymt men Krab met Kap'". (Pels's work was very well known and often reprinted.)
One of the very few contemporaries to agree with this was Schutz; "De B en P op 
het éinde van een woord staande, geeven in de uitspraak geen het minste verschil*^. 
As he considered the /b/ to be an essential element in these words however, he 
used this argument to recomend avoidance of the forms ending in *-b' !
As noted above, this view that final '-b' was pronounced /p/ was not fully 
accepted until the middle of the following century. In 1826 De Simpel does not 
make it clear whether he is referring to the letter only, or to the sound too, 
when he writes: "Ofschoon andnrs de lettergrepen met eene scherpen medeklinker
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gen tol/'ti worden, wnrcit (de D) ook ran het einde van een woord, of eene 
' ei,terf';i'eep genl aatnt, al.s; leb, sneb, we))"; "geplaatst" suggest that he refers 
only 1,0 the (.for him) anomalous appearance of the letter, and he probably 
hears a normal "scherii"(- "unvoiced") sound.
The newer teachings of linguistics, however, now established the situation: 
"Aan het einde van Nederlandsche woorden komt 'b' niet voor, althans niet in de 
uitspraak; wordt 'webbe' verkort door apocope, dan wordt de verkorte vorm 
u i tgesproken als 'wep'"(W.N,T. "B",§4). Smits had recognized this fact in 1324: 
"i'en hoort geen verschil tusschen 'ab' en 'ap'... het verschil(tusschen 'b' en 
'p') verdwljnt in 'krab, krap, slib, slip' etc."(p.7,25). And Bomhoff repeats: 
"welk onderscheid toch is er in 'rad' en 'rat', 'lag' en 'lach', 'leb' en 'lep'?". 
Norietiieless this writer ol' "weinig fonetisch gehoor" (De Vooys,170), who did not 
count himself a radical, proposes representing the strongly assimilated spoken 
forms of such as "heb" by means of aoostrophes (analogous to English "I'll"etc.), 
giving for "heb ik tijd" the spelling "he' 'k tijd" (and similarly "do' w't" for 
"doen wij het"). As a defender of the gelijkvormigheid system however, he has 
no objections to the '-b' spelling.
Yet as late as 1371 Brill still could not believe that the same sound was 
heard for final '-b' and '-p': "Die konzonanten (kunnen) niet onderscheidelijk 
genoeg ... iiitgesproken worden, wanneer zij zich aan 't eind eener lettergreep 
nioeten laten hooren, in welk geval de 'd' naauwelijks verschilt van de 't', en de 
'b' van de 'p'",- n.b. "naauwelijks", but, as in the Twe-spraack, still implicitly 
present.
Tn explaining the anomalous use of final '-f and '-s' alongside '-d,-g,-b'.
Te Winkel had introduced the idea of "onechte letters", - i.e. the 'f' in 
"schrijf" was really a sharpened /v/, not a real /f/, - and Van Ginneken later 
borrowed this argument and used it against the Kollewijn reformers, who he 
(wrongly) imagined wished to introduce a phonetic spelling: "Uit het meervoud 
van 'tobben' en 'toppen' weten wij toch, dat hier de 'p' van 'tob' een 
oneigenlijke 'p' is en een eigenlijke 'b', dus een ander phoneem, als dat van 
'top;toppen'. En daarom schrijven wij ze dan ook beide met een eigen 
letterteeken" (like Te Winkel he does not apply the same rule to final '-f or
'-s', though the /f/ in "schrijf" and the /s/ in "huis" are just as "emefet" as
u.
na l.ho /n/ in "tob"). lie wanted a sort of pbonemic-based geli j'worm Lgheid, - the 
'[)/h' cnni.rast lins ]d>onomic value in "toppen/tobben" so it must also in "top/tob". 
I'or him Lhe possLbi lity of writing "top" for "tob" (together with '-lik' for 
'-lijk’ and a hypot,het i cal assimilation spelling "ombuigbaar" for "on-") was 
"roods voldoende om te toonen, hoc de phonetlsche spelling ons aan de meest 
hopelooze verwai'ring zou prijsgeven, zoodat wij elkander op schrift niet meer 
zoiiden verstaan". (Assimilation spellings similar to that which he thinks so 
dangerous exist normally in English, French, Italian, Latin, German etc.,- 
"impossible, empfangen" etc.. The force of Van Ginneken's wording weakens his 
argumnnt.)
The replacement of '-b' by '-p' was actually no part of the Kollewijn
proposals, any more than the replacement of '-d' by '-t' etc., though some of the
more radical members may have wished it,- see for example Wille's comment below. 
The Woordenlijst of 1954 was the latest of a long line to recognize the 
pronunciation as /p/, but overrule it with gelijkvormigheid:"niet 'rip', maar 
'rib', wegens 'ribben, ribbenkast' enz.".
Actual spellers of final '-b' as '-p' have always been extremely rare, and, 
as mentioned above, this strongly suggests that the final /b/ for a long time 
preserved something of its voiced character, for otherwise one would expect 
more occurrences of the phonetic spelling.
The first hints of a '-p' spelling are found in the personal names. Obreen
and Van Loey record such spellings as "Jacobpe" already in Middle Dutch (cf.
below for '-pb-'). Lambrecht, when discussing '-iae-' gives "Jaekip" for "Jakob", 
and Sexagius, discussing the pronunciation of French 'g' and 'j' spells the same 
name as "Ziacop", but these are their only '-p' spellings. Ampzing makes the 
same exception, and explains why it is restricted to proper names; "de enkele 
gevolg letter des meervouds, op 't eynde des eenvouds achte ik geheel noodzakelijk 
... soo schrijf ik 'hoofd, heylig',... over al daer enig gevolg aen vast is; 
alleen de uytheemsche eyge namen eygentlijk uytgenomen, als Job, Jakob, ende 
andere; latende ondertusschen de onse als Arnout, Arent,... ook vrij aldus te 
schrijven; omdat het gevolg hier niet te breed en gaet, ende selden voorvalt, 
hoewel de >d' ora des gevolgs ullle van ’;t meervoud alhier de eygentlijke letter
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i ; ; : ook Ne *[>» ir Jop, ende Jakop, welke spe] linge ik ook geenzins en v;il
V rw< ; r p e n " i.e. the inDeci,ed forms are so rare as to have no influence on the 
normal spellInp. Especially noticeable is the absence of ’-s’ or ’-b’ in the 
examples given by Ampzing for geli j kvormigheid. The absence of '-s’ is due to 
his individual use of that letb-r (see chap.1 1 ), but the absence of ’-b' suggests 
til at for oT-dlnary Dutch words he always used the '-bbe' forms, which would make 
it considerably easier for him to allow the '-p' spelling in proper names. Such 
forms were in fact quite widespread: Van Heule refers (1633jp.26) to "Jacop van
dor icimere", Admiral De Ruyter uses "joP"(sic), and Hontanus (p.139) gives 
"Jakob/Jakip" as alternatives.
The first instances of '-p' spellings outside proper names come' fairly late, 
ouch Middle Dutch spellings as "dopbelen, stupbe" (mostly in Limburg) are in the 
name category as "kalfve, wijfve" and Van Santen's later "geeffver", though here 
there could bo no influence from the uninflocted forms (cf. kalf, wijf, geeff), 
as "dor>-, stipi-" do not exist. It probably just became a convention to write 
double voiced consonants as the unvoiced plus the voiced letter signs (cf. the 
similar "secgen, rochghe").
Because words ending in '-b' are uncommon in earlier times, the more usual 
form being '-bbe', there was little tendency to the hypergelijkvormigheid which 
occurred with '-d',- viz. final '-d' in words whose inflection was with '-te' 
(e.g. "kand") -se^chap.5. One such example for '-b' is recorded in the W.N.T. 
under "snap" from "snappen", and is to be found in Ogier's "Seven Hooftsonden": 
"Troutse dan, oft ick langh voor u voor d'eerst een shab door de kaeck". No 
further examples have been located.
The actual changing of '-b' into '-p' in the spelling was first mooted by 
Montanus, though like the Twe-spraack he only cites the case of 'b' before ’t’: 
"Inde Inlantse (i.e. Dutch words)(worden) by veel ten aenzien vande afcomst 'g' 
voor 'ch', 'd' voor 't', en 'b' voor 'p' gestelt: als in 'ic lieg, deugd, paerd, 
hebt'; voor 'liecli, deucht, paert, hept'"(p.25). He does not seem to know the 
/p/ pronunciation in final position, and always spells "heb" (for "hebbe"?); in 
the "Letterwisselingen" on p.l21ff he only mentions the 'p/b' alternation in 
"loop/loob-baen, coop/coob-broot", whereas for 'd/t', 'ch/g' and 's/z' he also 
has such as "gelt/gelden, hooch/hoge, wijs/wijze". Huydecoper, as mentioned
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n h n v r ,  r.is'Mnlrid r.ach fnr him hypothetical spellings as "ik hep" as "bedorven".
Tt is possible to interpret a comment,found later in the Century, from 
Cra’iK-r, 1.0 "ran that lie knew of ’-p’ spel 11 ngs: "Men schrijft ' kwab, krab, kab, ' 
on niet 'kwao, krap, kap’, omdat men zegt ’kwabben, krabben, kabben'". At the 
very least it whows that Tie was aware of some uncertalntly on the subject. A 
similar comment from the Twe-spraack that "wilt niet schicken datmen 'krapt'... 
rou sc’ryven", may be inter-pretod In the same way.
Apai't from a brief comment in the Taalkundige Bijdragenof 1760, to the effect 
ii'.ai. consistency v.-ith *-f','-s' and '-t' spellingswould demand '-p' in "wep"
(see chap.7), Omits, in 1324, was actually the next to moot the spelling with 
'-[d. Ho bemoans the inconsistencies of the spelling system as he finds it;
"men heevt de zachte grondletters op het éjnde verworpen en in scherpen 
verwisseldo Evenwel is men de zachte 'b' voorbij gegaan: men heevt nojt bestaan 
te schrijven: 'ik krap, wij krapben, zij krapden: hij dupt. zij dupben; krip, 
kripbe; wen, wepbe; top, topbe' in do plaats van 'ik krab...' enz". Such as 
"krapben" had in fact existed, though rarely (see above), but his point is valid. 
He does not, however, wish to advocate a '-p' spelling, as he is a convinced 
geli jkvormigheid speller.
Land in 1370 regarded "hept" as plausible, but "de geheele spellingquaestie 
is eigenlijk van ondergeschikt belang, - Anders zouden wij nog veel meer moeten 
vragen; b.v. waarom het stelsel van de dag 'macht, recht, plicht' en toch niet 
'gij moocht, hij zecht, hij licht (liggen)' verkiest, ja om dezelfde reden ’gij 
hept, gij hatt (of hat)'?" (n.b. once more only '-bt* is mentioned!).
As Kollewijn had no wish to attack the gelijkvormigheid system, the use of 
'-p' instead of '-b' formed no part of his Voorstellen. However Wille felt these 
proposals to be the thin end of the wedge, and makes, in the light of later 
tendencies, a disconcertingly accurate (or perceptive?) prophecy: "ongetwijfeld 
zal dan na de verdwijning van de dubbelheid in 'e/ee, o/oo, s/sch' spoedig 
moeten volgen die van 'ei/ij, au/ou, i/ie'... en die van het woordbegin 'wr/vr'... 
Daarna zal wel spoedig de reeds voor lang gestelde eisch hernieuwd worden, om de 
't','p','ch' te schrijven, waar men tot nog toe gespelde 'b','d','g' toch zoo 
zegt; 'hoet, ep, tiçtich'"(p.49).
He fails to make the historical distinction between the antiquity of the
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Spell iu(Çi and the v r y  recent '-n' movements. In fact, ever since 
Ilnl,ch vm-itinp Logan the soellltp-; of final '-b' was never seriously attacked 
until. 1957, when RomLoiii.n brought out his appeal for a more phonetic based 
spelling; or at least a more consistent one,- "aan het eind van een woord staat 
iiooii, ’o',’d' of ' g' evenmin als ’v' of Waar we *t','ch', of ' p' horen,
sclir i j V'-n we ook 't','ch' of ' p' ... Dus: wep, webben; hep, hebben; maar dan ook: 
hij krnpt, zij krabben, zij schropt, zij sohrobben ... geschropt, gekrapde, 
geschropile ... naar het model van vreesde, gevreest, gevreesde" (p. 34) • And two 
pages later he repeats that "wat voor ’v' en 'f* en voor 'z' en 's' geldt, en al 
sinds eeuwen gegolden heeft, moet nu ook voor 'b' en 'p' en voor 'd ' en 't' gaan 
gel den". Just as "graf/graven" etc., it should be "wep/webben etc.," and 
similarly "hep/hobben/hept" like "geef/geven/geeft", and "epde/ebbent/geept" 
like "laafde/lavent/gelaaft".
These proposals were also par tof the *Doe]matlger Spelling" of the V.W.S.; 
"Gebruik één vast teken voor één foneein: ' b' klinkt als ' p' aan het eind van een
woord en daarmee overeenkomend morfeem: b.v. 'je hebt - je hept' vgl. 'behept'.
Lierdoor wordt een eind gemaakt aan de inkonsekwentie dat men b.v, wel 'leef' en 
'vaas' schrijft, maar niet 'hep' en 'huit'. Het onderwijs besteedt enorm veel 
tijd aan het leren van deze zinloze 'dt, dd, tt' en van 'b' en 'd' die aan het
eind van een woord als 'p' en 't' klinken".
When the Eindvoorstellen failed to satisfy these demands, the review in 
Levende Talon suggested its own "amendementen"; "De Commissie heeft voor het 
werkwoord de analogieregel gedeeltelijk laten varen, de D.C.N. zou ook de 
gelijkvormigheidregel overboord willen gooien: dat 6 6 k de werkwoorden waarvan de 
stem op een '-d' eindigt uitsluitend een '-t' krijgen (jij vint); - dat in 
verband hiermee het foneem /t/ consequent met het teken '-t' gespeld wordt; - 
dat in verband hiermee het foneem /P/ consequent met het teken '-p' gespeld 
wordt". These are not so much amendments, more a transformation of the 
Eindvoorstellen to the tenets of the V.W.S.i
If the replacement of '-b' by '-p' will be accepted, and if so when, is an 
open question, as it forms no part of the officially sponsored government 
commission reports. Sporadic instances of "hep" etc., used for effect, occur 
in literature; this word is used for example by Remko Kampurt (sic) in "He#
1 even If! venvikkol Ilk'*, - ri.dlcnlecl as a "verwoesting" by ’^Salischo As yet 
:;iich forms have ntill to find a consisterrtuser outside the writings of
r . p u l  ] i n g - r o I ’o r i i i e T ' s ,
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duinniary :






longer '-bbe' forms used almost exclusively 
longer '-bbe' forms die out (not in all dialect use)
final '-b' believed to be different from final '-p'; 
occasional spellings with '-p' in proper names.
'-b' accepted by nearly all as being pronounced /p/. 
fii-st proposal for consistent replacement of '-b' by '-p', 
second proposal (V.W.S.)
'-pt' also suggested by Montanus in 1635*
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G] uy[_) ter 2: The In tiers C and K,
C / V j  in iiiii,ia] position in Dutch words 
c, k, ck in final pon i. '.Ion in Dutch words 
;■ ck, kk in medial position 
ngk, nck, nkk, ngg 
c = / \ J  in loan words 
c -■ /s/ pronunciation & spelling.
C = /k/ in inil.ial [)osition in Dutch words.
'./ith the adoption of the Latin alpiiabet for use in the writing of Dutch it
was only natural that the 'c' should be adopted in preference to the 'k* for the
spelling of /k/. However the fact that in Dutch, being a Germanic tongue, the
/k/ sound could also appear before a palatal vowel (e,i), necessitated the use of
'k' in these positions. This had not been necessary in the Romance languages as
/k/ before these vowels was always palatalised; the dual pronunciation of the 'c'
could thus cause no confusion. This was not so with Dutch, where /k/ was normal
before palatal vowels in all words of Germanic origin. Thus Dutch found itself,
unlike (say) French, with a superfluous letter, or rather with the possibility
of spelling the same sound by two different letters.
At first in Middle Dutch the Latin/Romance system was adhered to and 'c* was
used wherever possible, the 'k' only being adopted where unavoidable,i.e. before
'e' and 'i' (indLuding 'ij' and 'y'). This in turn also caused the medial '-ck-'
spelling, since medial /k/ only occurs before 'e' or 'i', as in "drucken,
drucking" (see the next section). It was only to be a matter of time, however,
before someone thought of using the 'k' wherever /k/ was heard, though on any
large scale this was not until many years, centuries, after the beginnings of
written Dutch. The Exercitium, for example has predominantly 'c' spellings,
though many words have 'k' before 'a' or 'n':"knuppen, kalde, kael"etc; this is
also true of the Ghent Boecius translation, its contemporary.
In 1 5 2 8  Erasmus already knew of the use of 'k' before palatals and non- j
palatals, when he wrote "in nostrate lingua ... pro 'c' scribemus 'k', non
aliter sonantes earn in 'Ky', quam in 'Ka'". Although all the Dutch words he uses ;
have 'k' before a palatal and 'c ' elsewhere, he evidently felt it meaningful to |
speak of a "ka" spelling, so such must have existed. Lambrecht however only uses j
!
'k' before 'e' and 'i', in contrast to the "ce, de welk/ (/ shows an unpronounced ! 
/e/ in his system) heeft twee crachten te weten van ean k, ende dat alsse staad 
voor a, o, of u: ende van ean s, ende dat voor e of i staande". In his Naembouck '
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hf- nbiden by th I r; stand/ird rul n except that altto uses *k' before 'a' and ' n' in 
'"'aorker, kaerken, ka, kniu^terken” only. Van der Werve has no ’k-' spellings in 
hi a liai,, ,'ia there u; no ca.l] for a prepalatal /k/ in the loan words he discusses.
Aitr^r I,he mid Ibth cenkury khe ' k' spelling began to become more common.
"Kalk" can be found in khe anony^nous Voorreden attribut,ed to Coornhert (loc.cit. 
f).l t), I'lit a few years ^ befor^thIs in 1 5 7 3  PJantijn had made a reference to these 
new spelli ngs, which he would not accept in al] words: "C is een Latijnsche, ofte 
francotssche letter, ende wordt weinlch in de Duytsche tale gebruyct; v/ant in de 
olaetoo van C, gebruycktnum do letter K. nochtans hebben wy hier by gheset dat 
ons gedochk lieoft, best mek C geschreven te worden". These words for which a *c~‘ 
spelling was preferred are not what would normally be considered loan words, but 
include such as "caken, caf, calc, cat, crabben" etc. '''here are also many cross- 
references between the 'c-' and 'k-* spellings, but no word has 'cn-'. His real
motive for differentiating 'c-’ and ’k-' spellings is discussed below, with
reference to ’k' in loan words.
Kilian was of a more openly profTessive opinion, preferring the 'k' wherever
possible: "Ca incipientia, per literam K scribenda veteri more duximus, Graeca 
ortographia potius quam latina. ... CL. CM. CO. CR. CV. in litera K sunt suo 
ordine collocata"(remarks before and after the 'C ' section). Consequently he 
only uses 'c' br fore ’e,i,ij, y'. The loan words listed in the Appendix 
Peregrinorum preserve their foreign spellings: “accord, contrepoint” etc.. The 
abridged Kilianus Auctus still has the same comments in 1642, though translated: 
“De woorden met CA beginnende soeckt in KA. ... CL CN CO CR CV salmen soecken 
in K".
Usage in Sexagius is erratic, though there are indications to his preference. 
In the examples within the text 'k’ is normal before ’a’ (“caetspel” C4-b),’e,i, 
n,u’, and 'c' before 'I'j either occur before ’o,r’, but herein is the clue: the 
examples “cochte, cool, coorden, corrumpeert, coste, costen, craecten, craet, 
crgupen" all occur in the first half of the book (all before B6  except “crgupen” 
on C7), whereas “koep, koi, kost, kouc, kouien, krae, kus, kuur“are all in the 
second half, and most of them are in the spelling list at the end, where no *c-' 
spellings occur, and where it can be reasonably certain that the “ideal" spelling 
was used. It is a feature of Sexagius*s book that he uses accepted spellings more
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in ihn early pager, and only adopts each innovation he proposes after he has 
(] i.srunred it; tiius the rnvillingr become, as it were, progressively more ideal 
as t'no hevt advances.
bo Meniior had mucli to say on the use of 'c'. First he demonstrates that the 
Womans pronounced It /k/ in all positions, and the palatalisation before ’e,i’was 
a later development. Thus the Roman 'c' was Identical in use with the Greek 'K', 
and any use of both side by side was thus superfluous; “C . ende K. sijn uit der 
natuiron een letter andors allebeiden niet behorende te lulden dan die Nederlantse 
k. angezien c. alzo bide oude tatinen geluit heeft, ende daerom die Grieken geen 
c , noh die Latinen geen k. kennende'* (p. 3 3) > • ♦ • "om dat (c) nae maechap is met k. 
zoudomen een van belden mogen verwai'pen" (p.42). His choice, in initial position 
at least, is for 'k': “in tbeginne schrijft alto os k. nimrnernieer c“, except in 
loan words.
This view was now becoming accepted, at least by grammarians, and it may well 
be more than mere coincidence that the rise in popularity of the “Germanic" 'k' 
comes just after the rise of national sentiment against “Romance" oppressors. 
Whatever the motivation, linguistic or politico-nationalistic, the Twe-spraack 
writes; “be c is int Duits weynigh nut, want wat die voor a, o ende u, klinckt, 
daar in dient ons de k die t'selve gheklanck voor e ende i heeft"(p.43)• And 
al th ugh tl'ie writer wishes to preserve the use of ' c ' because of its function in 
'ch* and 'ck', he adds “doch, datmen de k meer bezighe als na vorighe ghewoonte 
vind’ ick betamelyck, alzo wel voor a, o, ende u also voor e ende i daar wyse 
doch noodlyck ghebruyken moeten, want het schickt immers qualyck datmen ’keraraen' 
ende 'cammen', 'kennen* ende ’connen' etc. schryft, dat doch woorden zyn die an 
elcanderen hanghen"(p.4 4 - 5 ).
Guch a usage was by no means standard yet; Stevin, Valcoogh, Van Borsselen,
Van Beaumont, and Rodenburg all still use ’c-’, though they occasionally have 
'k-'. On the other hand Van der Noot used predominantly 'k-'. Mellema’s 
dictionary of 1537 has *c-’ only in loan words, the comment of his given in chap.
9 (concerning 'ph’) continues: “le mesme entendez aussi de l’affinité de K & C 
comme Komen, Kloppen, Kruyden, Comen, cloppen, cruyden".
In the new century ’k-’ continued to spread, and the first grammar (that of 
Van der ochuere) recommends just this usage. He was well aware of De Heuiter's
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Mrgiiifienl, that the Roman pronunciation of 'c' “in kracht met onze ’k' over een 
(koirt)", ]'ui, reject:; thin ar an excuse for using ’c’ in all positions, “Zoo 
mochten wy vragen, waer toe de 'if ons dan neodig is, ende of wy die (als onnutten 
ovet'vloed ) zone en mogen vena Tpen". He then goes on to show that if ' k’ has a 
/k/ soind before 'e,l»,and any other letter, and 'o' also has a /k/^  sound before 
any letter other than 'e,H, then this is a pointless superfluity. He concludes 
“datmen over al de 'k' zet, daor ' twoord do kracht van 'k' behoefd"(p.14). In 
his description of Ronsard's French spoiling refirms in the introduction, he 
anticipates this argument; “In gelijke voegen kan in onze spellinge ook lichtelijk 
getoond worden hoe... wanschikkelijk dattet is, C de kracht van K toe te eygenen".
j At first dmyter.R^usod many 'c-' spellings, e.g. in his :3chryf-kunst,-boeck: 
“claer, cant, connen: kloeck kunst“ etc., condemning those who “willen houden 
sbaen, dat in vele woorden 'k' in plaetse van 'c’ ghebruyckt moet werden“. But 
in his Epitheta of 1 / 2 0  he seems to have modified his opinion, for he adds a note: 
“Zoo eenlge woorden, die met verscheyden letteren beginnen, in d’oorden van A.B.C. 
niet en achtervolgen, zal u ghelieven in d'andere oorden te zoecken: ghelijk als 
'gonste', niet vindende by de letter ’g’, zoect in de letter ’i’ op 'jonste', 
’d a r e ’ op ’klare’, ende dierghelijcke meer”. Consequently the list under K 
includes most words, whereas C only has loan words, with the exception of “Calf, 
Coe, Coghel, Coopmanschap, claer (I), cortheyt”. Why only these few native words 
should retain the 'c-’ spelling he does not explain.
Other users at this time mostly prefer ’k-’, though few are fully consistent. 
For example users of ’k-’ include ^^emer Visscher (the 1612 edition has ’c-’), 
his daughter Anna, Starter (who always spells "Coningh” with ’c-’), Hooft (who 
has a consistent use of ’k-’ in his Waernemingen), Bredero, Camphuysen. Van 
Santen use^either letter with little consistency, though many *c-’ become ’k-’ in 
the second edition (see the notes in the De longhedition); Coster and Huygens 
are also irregular.
By the 1620’s the ’k-' spelling was the normal, certainly, that is, amongst 
grammarians, though some writers continued to follow the traditional spelling, 
including those just mentioned (see also below). Van Gherwen, De Hubert,Dafforne, 
Ampzing, Plemp and both editions of Van Heule all opt for the ’k-’ spelling in 
Dutch words, Ampzing is the most loquacious of these on ’c-' spellings, and
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thinks I he 'c' totally unoInns in Dutch words, especially as the primary 
'n'ormnc l;i l,ion of; the ' c ' wan its palatal sound; “Voor de klinkers a,o, ende u, en 
voegd do e ter were id niet, ende en kan de nytsprake ganschelijk niet bereyken 
die hier hard wosen moet, ende daerom ook als een k moet uytgesproken worden:
quand gonong, of wy dan nelfn geene k en hadden. ... Wat behoeven wy de C eenen
Iweedcrleijen klank acn te die, ten, daer 't ons aen geono eygene letters en
gebr'okt? ... De c voor de rne-klinkers in plaetze van de k te besigen, is al te
v r o c i n d ,  ende en staot anders niet, dan als of wy de k onder onse letters geene 
plaetze en wilden iaten, ende de c over-ai met geweld ruym baen niaken, ot'-zer 
diend, ofte niet. So gobruyk Ik dan de c nergens in het hoofd, ofte begin der 
zil ben in onso Nederduytsche woorden" (p.2 0 ).
Despite ail these profgressive movements the translators of the States Bible 
reserved their feelings for the traditional 'c-' spellings. Thus in their 
resolutions can bo found the entries: “C 1. C durum, ante A et 0 et U per C et 
K promiscue, attendendum ad usuni et origlnem. ... C 3» C ante liquidas L et N et 
R promiscue C vel K ut 'cleyn' vel 'kleyn’... Respiciendum ad usum communiorem. 
... ’Komen'potest esse K vel C, promiscue". Users of this time who agreed that 
’c-’ was the “usum communiorem" include Revius, De Ruyter and the Dutch 
dchole-master, though whereas the latter are more likely to be following 
tc'aditional haphazard systems (De Ruyter in particular is very erratic), it is 
highly probable that Revius is following the usage of the Bible, as he himself 
was one of the signatories of the translators' resolutions.
Another user of ’c-’, and perhaps a surprising one, is Montanus.Furthermore 
he is, for him, very unsystematic in his choice; e.g. on p . 2 4  he uses “kan, 
konnen, korte, klinker” but the table on the same page has three instances of 
“clinker”; similarly “afcomst” is used on p.2 5 , and p.1 2 2 - 3  has “coop, coft, 
cloen, klaewen, cleefletter" etc.. The only noticeable tendency is a preference 
for ’k’, especially before the vowel ’a’. As he states that ’k’ and ’c’ are 
equivalent letters in other positions it is possible that he felt indifferent as 
to which was used in any particular word, though such laxity would be untypical.
Usage was by now predominantly with ’k-’, though ’c-’ was far from uncommon. 
Bolswert, Stalpaert van der Wiele, Van der Venne, Reael, Bontekoe, De Decker, 
Cats, Vondel etc., etc., all used ’k-’ with, as usual, varying degrees of
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regtilMt'i-ty and consistency. Bolswert always lias “verclaerder” in the 
“liytlo glnghe" l,o each chajiter (“k]aer“ etc.in the text), Stalpaert van der Wiele 
consi.dors “Crnys" a loan word which thus needs 'c-' (De Decker spells “kruys", 
t.hough many others aiyed with Italpaert van der Wiele), Bontekoe spells three 
times nut of four “malcandoron" - the only Dutch word to have 'c' i Only De Decker 
Cats and Vondel, who write somewhat later than the others, are more consistent.
V (The comment given above from Mellema's dictionary is dropped from editions of
V
 ^ 1 6 3 0  and later, presumably on {^rounds of mlevance.
By about, I6 4 O it was standard practice amongst grammarians in the North to 
recommend and use the 'k-' spelling in Dutch words (Kok, Van Attevelt, Van der 
Weyden, Leupenius. Van den Ende). Hexham, rather unusually, includes the 
altei-nation of initial 'c/k' (and 's/z') in the same section as final 't/de, 
c/ke' etc.: “C is changed into K, as Cop into Kop, Pate, Coopmanschap into 
Koopmanschap, Marchandize" (Uu.v"). Richardson's Anglo-Belgica of 1677 contains a 
similar comment, with almost the same example; “Coopman/^Koopman"(p.4)» Leupenius, 
typical of most, notes that “De c by ons heeft geen ander gebruik, dan de h een 
sterker uitblaasinge te geven, dan sy van de g of h bekomen kann. ... Tis dan 
buiten alle grond dat men se tweederleije kracht willt toeschryven".
Hot so however in the South. Although some, such as Rodriguez in 1 6 3 9 ,  and 
i 'an Engelen C . I 65O had used ' k - '  and Bolognino had advised this usage in 1 6 5 7 ,  
Binnart shows himself in a typically conservative light in the notes in his 
Biglotton of 1 6 5 9  (the same notes are included in the Northern editions). He 
writes: “Aengaande d'orbhographie oft manière van spellinghe, hebbe daer in 
ghevolght d 'oude manière, de natuere selve ende 't advis van verscheyde 
verstandige. In oude ende over hondert iaeren gedruckte boecken hebbe ick 
gevonden, ende wort oock hedensdaeghs by den meestendeel (?) van de gene die de 
penne hanteren, geobserveert, ende de natuere selve, achtervolgende den 
generaelen regel van de Latinisten, leert, wort oock by de Françoisen alsoo 
onderhouden, dat de letter c, voor de vocaelen a, o, u, ende voor alle de 
consonanten is luydende en gelesen wordt gelijck een q, ende voor de vocaelen 
e, i, en y, gelijck ts oft z: ende als de c voor de selve vocaelen soude moeten 
geprononceert worden gelijck een q, dat alsdan in stede van de q genomen wordt de 
k, de welcke eygentlijck gheen letter en is (dan by de Griecken) maer alleenelijck
25.
een auxiliair (viz. in ’-ck-') oft noot letter (viz. before 'e,i,yj; gelijck 
oock eygentlijck geen letter en is de h, maer alleenelijck een adspiratie; soo 
dat ever al waer men met do c geraecken can, gheen k van doen en heeft, Ick laet 
ataen dat de k, bnyten noot (viz. not before ’e,i,y’) alleenelijck by sonimige 
nous- ende nleuwa-wijso ingedrongen is ende noch wordt. ’t Is wel waer, dat de 
Ilooghduytscho de k meest over al gebruyken, maer even wel ghebruycken sy oock 
aomtljts do c".
According to this rule, the section for K in the dictionary is headed by the 
following “dota, Do woorden die van sommige geschreven worden KA, KL, KM, KO, KR, 
Ktf, suldy soecken in CA, CL, CN, GO, CR,CU, om redenen inde Voor-redene geseydt”, 
and consequently there are only entries for 'ke-' and 'ki-' where ’k' is a 
“noot letter". Thus Binnart has the (dubious) honour of being the last to 
actively defend the use of ’c’ as an initial letter in Dutch words. His 1635 
Dictionarium does not have the same usage however I
As suggested by the Southerner Binnart (he was known as a bookdealer in 
Antwerp around 1633), the use of ’c-’ was still widespread in the South. Amongst 
such users are Poirters, Bilius (see below on ’ck’), and De Swaen; and not only 
in the South, as the ’c-’ was also widely used by Jan de Witt and Lodensteyn in 
the North, though both of these belong to the older school of spelling.
The weight of Nil Volentibus was put behind the ’k-’ spelling in the early 
1670's. As Pels wrote in his introduction of 1677: “ik (heb) eenige meerder 
naauwkeurigheid in het spellen van sommige lettergreepen, en het schrijven van 
sommige woorden, dan in het gemeen gedaan wordt, aangewend, volgens de regelen, 
die ons Kunstgenootschap, naa lang overleg, daar op gevonden heeft. ... Ik 
gebruik geen c, omdat het by ons eene overtollige letter is, die wij altijd met 
de k, of s, uitdrukken konnen".
After this date there is little comment to be found on the use of initial 'c-'
in Dutch words, and what there is shows little variation. Comments such as Van
Hoogstraten’s "Van deze letter beginnen t'onrecht, mijns oordeels, woorden in 
onze taele, die men beknoptelijk en beter met k ... uitdrukt" can be found, with 
relatively little variation from a number of grammars, including Sewel, Grammaire 
plus exacte, Nyloe, Moonen, La Grue (esp. the Sewel revision), Kramer, and
Heugelenburg. It is remarkable that so many refer to this obsolete use long
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afio7- it 11.'1(1 ceased to be current.
Only K.G.P.  ^u 171'^' menti nns any continued usage, probably because he is 
cr I tiny; in hhr> ionth: “De C is tegenwoordig by de Ned or landers van haren ouden 
1:1 aiik ... id GcneiiiRel ntgowendt. Want voordezen wierdt sy veeltljlts als de 
ir i eknchc kapp.'i uytgesnroken, geli j k ... nocli heden by Zomnilge gebruykt wordt in 
'c’lbfl, caek, claerheyb' enz. I'aer deze hebben ' t, mijns oordeels, niet wel 
voren”. The allusion Ir re (and cl .'.owliero) to the “correct” sound of ' c ' being 
1%‘lt 1,0 be /s/, is due solely to the fac f. that the use of ' c ' for ’k' having 
ditui out, the only observable u.;e of *c' was indeed for /s/,- before 'c,i'.
This rejection of the ’c’ was taken by some so far that they did not even 
allow it a place in the alphabet. The fir t to do this was Van Belle, in which 
ho was followed by most of the Hut grammars, and ultimately by Behaegel, Dmits,
Wei land and Drill (see chap.19).
Tt must not bo thought however that the use of 'c-' was totally obsolete, 
especially in the .louth. The Dnoeijmes, d'lting from c. 1760, bemoans the fact 
that “men vind zoo menige Vlamsche diktionarieen dewelke van elkander verschillen" 
in their use of ’k-’. The worst in this respect, it is then claimed, is Pomey's 
dictionary, - presumably the Novum Dictionarium Pelgico Latinum of 1739, which 
is not by Pomey, but based on his Latin-French dictionary (l6 ol) for the Latin 
half, as well as being, according to the introduction, much indebted to Binnart. 
"'hare seems to have been general discontent with the spelling of 'c/k' in this 
'.'ork, for in the 1753 edition there is an editorial preface to the effect that 
“het gobruyk van de letter c voor de vocaelen a,o,u, te stellen, heeft men in 
dezen Druck vcrandert", and similarly 'cl, cn,cr' are now spelt 'kl,kn,kr'o As 
the Dnoeijmes is clearly referring to the original state, not to the revised 
edition, this may indicate an earlier date for it than that usually given (e.g 
by De Vooys p.150 & Opstellen 111,341)« Each edition of "Pomey" however has a 
different spelling, and a different defence in the preface I A few later works, 
such as Cramer, include brief comments on the obsolete use of 'c-' but these are 
no indication of a continued use of such forms (Cramer still has the notes in the 
1897 edition I).
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'c', « _ or 'ck'_ LU Tina] and medial position.
i'hir s[io]ling w 1 11 naturaLly ne largely Infl uenced >iy the choice between ' c ' 
n r  in o M t o r  [Kuutions, but the development is not exactly parallel. For the
ririal ' -c ' spelling p e r r i s t o d  a liii.le longer than the initial 'c-' spelling, 
which really died nut very early in the 17th century (see above). A large number 
of' those who replaced i ni ti al 'c-' by 'k-' would also replace final '-c' by '-k', 
iiut oilier fac tors came into play. Visually the final '-c' is commoner than 
ini ( d a l  ' c - ' ,  as ' k - '  hod to bo used before 'e,i', but no restriction forced 
a t'inal '-k' spell ing.
The basic Fiddle Dutch spelling was with '-c': "druc, pac, zulc, were, dene, 
boec" etc. Thus the inflection of tiiese words was as regular as for example the 
words “man inannen, spel spellen", except that the 'c' could not be doubled since
the resultant swelling “+druccen“ would have implied a /ks/ pronunciation; '-ck-'
therefor had to be used, giving “drucken, nacken, zulcken, wercken, dencken, 
boecken". As such e doubling was unnecessary in the latter examples, many
writers simplified the spelling to “zulken, werken, denken, boeken". This was
not done by all, as 'c' was felt to be the “real" spelling, and the 'k' little 
more than a diacritic, on a par with the 'h' of prepalatal 'gh'. In "wercken" 
for example it is not a matter of doubling in the same way as “man mannen" (as 
it Is in “druc drucken") but simply the forced addition of a 'k' to keep the
/k/ pronunciation. Later, when '-ck-' was replaced by '-kk-', and '-c/-ck' by 
'-k', the analogy with "man mannen" became complete, e.g. "druk drukken".
However,a not inconsiderable number of writers, starting out from such forms 
as “drucken, wercken" deduced a basic form "druck, werck, zulck, denck,boeck" 
etc., where the doubling was superfluous in all examples. It is difficult to see 
why such spellings should have recommended themselves, as nothing in the Dutch 
spelling system supported them. Some have seen in this '-ck' spelling a German 
influence, but this would imply a simultaneous and equally great adoption of 
final double consonants in other words, which did not occur (cf. ’-11’,’-nn' in 
chap.17). The final ^k' spellings were by far the most common in the period
between Middle Dutch and the end of the 17th century,- over two centuries in fact I
In Middle Dutch, as stated above, the final spelling '-c' was the most common, 
with the regular inflection forms in »-cken'. As the addition of ’k’ was of
28.
liitl.e mnri: than diaci'i t,ic value, not part of the "real" spelling. It was also 
adfh-v! ho '-c' al'ter a long vowel, e.g. "spreec, spreecken", - in fact all final
'- c'a had a ' k' added to Mieni (the spelling '-kk-'is very uncommon). The
rosu"! tant double letter ho ever necessitated the retention of the double vowel, 
■everal, but not all, simplified this spelling by reducing the '-ck-' to '-k-' 
and dro|)ping one vowel, possibly under the influence of words with no basic form 
ending in '-c', e.g. "token" might encourage "spreken". It is also possible that 
some thought "spreken" the basic form, and "spreec" derived from it, which would 
have the same eftect.
As an example of Middle Dutch irregularity in this respect the Exercitium of 
l/,99 is typical: in its final spellings can be found "starck, stare, welck, welc, 
lock, huysloeck, bleyc, weeck, siec, strick, ick, wijslick, heymelic". The 14.83 
edition used by Kooiman seems to be much more regular than this Deventer edition, 
usually having such as "ic, boec, coninc" where the later copy has "ick, boeck, 
coninck". There appear to be no examples of final '-k'. In medial position a 
logical system is strictly adhered to: '-ck-' is standard after a short vowel, as 
would be expected, and after a long vowel where there is no basic form in '-c(k)' 
a single '-k-' is used: "teyken, rekenen, wokeren", as also however in "soeken, 
ruken, maken, ghelijke" where there is such a basic form in "soec(k)" etc. Not 
so consistent is the contemporary Boecius translation of 14.35. There final '-c', 
'-ck' and '-k' occur, as in "were, ic, dine, dijnck, werk" etc..
Even Lambrecht is irregular, at least in final position: 'c' or 'ck' are both
used with little appearance of system, e.g. in the Naembouck: "haec, preec, rijc, 
looc, ooc; wijck, bezouck, beluuck, ghebruuck; ghebac, bee; werck, zulck" etc..
In medial position however he is perfectly systematic: after a short vowel he has 
'-ck-' ("wecken"), after a long vowel '-k-'("spreken, breken, ghebruken"). The 
only exception to this is after the digraph 'ou' which he consistently treats as 
a short vowel:"clouckaert, boucken, houcken, doucken, verzoucken, bezoucken 
(but "zouken"), vloucken, coucke" etc.. This '-ouck-' spelling was, however, long 
j a traditional spelling in the South, and often forms an exception. Kilian is 
slightly irregular in his usage, allowing such as "ghebruycken" after a long 
vowel, and such alternatives as "ake, aecke".
The first to show any preference for a final simple '-k' was Sexagius.
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Although ho does not express himself on this point, and the usage is often 
irregul -ir with i n the text. It is significant that in his spelling-list only ’-k* 
occurs: "ik, i-euk, siiouk". duch spellings occur nowhere within the text, where 
'-c' predominates, with some ’-ck' (only in "haack, wraack, back, beeck, stgck, 
w§rck, bçuck"). ’there are no examples of medial use in his spelling list, and
though the text has a regular system with '-ck-' after short vowels and '-k-'
after long (except "brgucken"- bruiken), if he did wish to adopt '-k', then he 
may also have wished to adopt '-kk-'. Both Lambrecht and Sexagius show one 
feature that was fairly common throughout the '-ck' period, that of dropping the 
'k' in compound or before endings beginning with a consonant; e.g. "naacten, 
schaacten, waacten, culcte, boucprabers". A secondary influence in the use of 
'ct' even amongst those who normally use '-ck' may well have been the popularity 
of the printers' digraph cliche 'did «
No actual comments on these spellings come until De Heuiter wrote his book in
1531, though even he did not wish to be too dogmatic, possibly because of the 
wide variations in contemporary usage. "In d'einde der woorden, daer c. of k, 
mah vallen, gave ic igelic zijn keuze. In tmiddel der woorden, die nature des 
letters rade ic t'anzien", - this last phrase is probably to cover the differing 
usage after long or short vowels. It is significant that he allows '-k' as a 
final spelling, possibly in emulation of Sexagius (whose work he knew), but does 
nob allow, or even mention, '-ck'. His own preference for final spellings was 
the more conservative traditional '-c'. In medial position only '-ck-' is 
allowed however, on aesthetic grounds, - "mede verchiert c. t'geschrift daer 
anders twe c. ofte k. mouten komen bij een, als hier 'backen, shacken"* (had he 
encounterd '-cc-' spellings?). This is probably why he chose '-o' as his final 
spelling, as a system involving the inflexion "bak backen " would be hard to 
justify.
The Twe-spraack also preferred '-ck-' and used this spelling, together with 
the indispensability of 'c' in 'ch', as a reason for retaining the 'c' in other 
positions: "dies zoud'ick de 'c' laten behouden haar ghewoonlyck gheluyd ende 
bezighen die oock daar de 'k' in gheklanck verdubbeld om de niewicheid te myen, 
van 'kk' te schryven". This does not necessarily imply that he already knew of
'-Ick-' spellings, he may simply be rejecting an idea that had occurred to him. He
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iloois nob disc uns the use of final '-ck'. It may be that he did not consider it 
i.iiiiiori.ant, and ho cor I,a Inly liad no qualms about giving "Zack, Kas" as palindromes 
on p. 107. ’'an houlo labor had similar examples :"Zak, Kas; Klok,Kolk" ( l6 25, H3)  
and ''Hoc, Co Ik; ’’nk, Kas" ( 1633,152). The latter is forced into violation of its 
rules 1,0 g I VO one of i Is examples, whereas the 1625 edition and the Twe-spraack 
(‘ollow the rules and give inaccurate examples.
Not uni,11 1612, 30 yea^s later, did anyone suggest, the adoption of '-kk-'. In 
this year two pleas for this spelling appeared, from Jacob van der Schuere and 
David Mostart. This also affected the spelling in final position, demanding the 
acceptanoe of a simple '-k'. "Over al daer de 'k' 'beynden inde Sillaben achter 
ander Letteren kornt, word in ' b gemeen ( ' bwelk ' tonde gebruyk is) noch een ' c ' 
voor aendo ' k' gesteld, als 'geluck', 'werck' enz. alwaer de ' c ' de kracht van ' k' 
toege-oygend word, ende volgens dien alzoo vel als twee 'k' gesteld worden, daer 
maer een en behoefd; ofte daer moste bewezen zijn, oat de 'k' min Icracht héft om 
op te rusten (i.e. to come in final position), dan eenige ander letter van den 
A.B., die wy alle eenvoudig gebruyken"; - such a usage is as pointless as "staff, 
schooff,...daer in de Hoog-duydschen met him 'nn' ende 'tt' na-bootzende; 'tweIk 
vel meer van overtolligheyd te bestraffen, als naer te volgen is, ende zal 
derhalven genoeg zijn, datmen stelle 'geluk, werk', ende alzoo alle andere".
The medial '-ck-' is just as heavily criticised: "Het behaegd ook schier een 
yegelijk, dat daer een Sillabe in 'k' eyndigd, ende de volgende Sillabe in 'k' 
begind, datmen daer in plaetze vande eyndigende 'k' een 'c' steld, als 'wacker, 
gecken' ende diergelijke: als of de 'k' krachteloozer waer, dan d'ander 
me-klink-Letteren om een Sillabe te eyndigen, ende de naestvolgende te beginnen: 
ende gelijk ofmen met de zelve vastigheyd, daer mede datmen schrijft 'tobbe, 
effen, padde, dogge, vallen, jammer, konnen, lappen, raorren, wassen, letten' enz. 
ook niet en zoude mogen schryven 'wakker, gekken, onschikkelyk, slokken, 
plukken' ende ander zulke".
It cannot be said that Van der Schuere had too immediate success with his new 
spelling. David Mostart supports him in the same year, though as his book is lost 
one must rely for this information on Ampzing, That his book comes after Van der 
Schuere's is suggested by the fact that the latter makes no reference to any other 
users of '-kk-'. Otherwise it was to be another 2 5  years before anyone else
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roi-ioatod the argument, and many mor" years before the spelling became at all 
coni'iion.
Only one year after '/an der Gchuore’s and I'ostart'r; attempts at reform,
Gmytors rejects any such change. The 'kk' spelling, he claims, has a "te harden 
uyts.prake,.. . ende (heb) sc to job dab daerom de Voor-ouderen 'c'voor ' h' ende voor 
'k' het,lien willen vooghen, om de ' h' ende ' k' be versoeten, ende wat gladder te 
doen luyden". This,with reference bo 'ck' at least, is notliing more than 
aul.os.ugge.sbi or induced by the traditional spelling. Gmyters follows this same 
stie11ing in his Epitheta, but in his Toe-Eyghebriof to Dafforne's grammar of 1627 
he uses "vriendelikke", though this is probably a Dafforne-spelling.
Usage continued bo tie '-ck-', e.g. in the works of Van dlierwen and De Hubert. 
Tlie latter uses '-ck' in final position in the same way as he doubles other final 
1 e I. I'Ors. Van ileule presents a complex nicture: In final position he uses '-c ' 
except. In l.he suffix ' -1 ik' , and In médial [,nsiblon thene two spellings demand 
respectively '-ck-' and '-kk-'. He realised that '-ck-' was no better blian '-kk-' 
bub Is guided by tradition: "Als ook voor eene 'k' eene 'c' staet, zo is de 'c'
zo veel als eene !k' als 'Stricken, Strecken' wort uytgesprooken als 'Strikken,
Strekken', tiler in en hebben wy de oude gewoonte, niet verandert. ... Als de 
laetste Silbe van eenig woort, maer eenen klinker en heeft, ende in 'c' ofte 'k' 
eyndigt, zo verdobbelt de laetste Letter in het Veelvoudig, als 'Vriendelik, 
vriendelikke, Genougelik, Genougelikke', ... maer hoewel in (deze) woorden, twee 
Kaen behoorden gestelt be worden, zo hebben wy om die groote veranderinge des 
gezichts, de Letter 'c ' somtijts voor eene 'k' gestelt"(p.5,30). The in essence 
superfluous doubling in "Vriendelikke" is possibly encouraged by the secondary 
stress on the suffix.
As Van Heule's consistent usage is with '-c'("Dac, Daeken"), it is strange 
that he makes no mention of this change in the section "Van de Veranderinge
eeniger Letteren in het Veelvoudig"(p.32ff). This omission is made good in the
2nd edition: "Van de veranderlicke Letteren,... Zaec en Zaecken, 'c'(verandert) 
in 'k'". His usage is identical to the first edition. He is more explicit 
however in his condemnation of final '-ck': "Ooc zo is in een silbe onnoodich, dat 
men 'ck' in plaetse van eene 'c' of 'k' alleen stelle want de 'c' wort op het 
eynde der woorden, altijt voor eene 'k< gestelt als men nu 'Ick, lijck, strlok'
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alrlns schrijft, zo is het entrent zoo veel, als of men over al, eene dobbele 
»k' stelde, en schreve 'Tick, lijkk, strikk',... Om dan de weynicheyt der 
letteren waer te neinen, on om do gewone ogon let te dienen, zoude het wel 
ircradoust schijnon, datmen over al eene enkele ' c ' op het eynde der silben 
Fohieble, schrijvende 'Ic, lijc, stric, stoc', etc.". On p.60 he modifies the 
statement of the first edition which had allowed '-llkke': "Als de leste der 
silbe in 'IC' of 'IK' eyndieht zo wort die in h^t Feeiwoud der By-woorden 
verdobbnlt als 'Vriendelic' hooft ' /rlendelicke', 'Rlijdelic' heeft 'Blijdelicke' 
etc.". He recognizes both forms of nu-diai 'ck' after a long vowel, giving 
"spreken" as a possible alternative to "spreecken" (1 6 3 3 ,1 4-6 ).
Although Van Heule thus rejects the reform tendencies of Van der Schuere, 
this was not t>"ie of all grammars. Dafforne agreed with the letter's suggestion 
and rejects '-ck-' and '-c': "'c ' en behoort inde Neder-landsche Taale nerghens 
te koomen, dan daar 't altyd aen 'h' gekeetend wert". He thinks De Heuiter, in 
using '-ck-' had "vanden rechten ghebruyk verdwaald".
Ampzing on the other hand is more conservative, though very attracted to the 
'-kk-' and '-k' spellings; "In het laetste der zilben mosten wy naer de konste, 
ende de rechte uytsprake, de 'k' ook veel liever dan de 'c' gebruyken: also de 
'k', ende de 'c' niet in’t meervoud, ende het vrouwelijke geslachte, op ni eu 
opgenomen, ende verdobbeld word, als 'dikke, strikken'j so ook in de werk-woorden 
'trekken, dekken': daer ik niet sien en kan, dat de verdobbelde 'k' onhebbelijker 
ende wan-schickelijker staet, als de verdobbelinge van enige andere der 
me-klinkeren. Ende aldus konden wy ... den druck allerwegen van die onnodige, 
ende over-tollige 'c' verlichten,... waerom dan lakob vender Schuere, ende David 
Mostart, ende anderen (presumably Dafforne), sulke spellinge met recht hebben 
aengenomen: die ik vastelijk gedacht hadde hier te volgen: also ik ganschelijk 
met hun in dat gevoelen ben: ten waere ik gevreesd hadde, dat alle dese 
veranderingen niet wel te gelijk over de brugge en souden willen". Thus he 
abides by normal usage, though concerning De Heuiter's choice of '-c', he thinks 
that he "kennelijk ende gewiszelijk gemist heeft".
In the same year as Ampzing, the translators of the Bible are even more 
conservative, rejecting any attempt to replace 'ck' in any position: " 0  7 . 
Wljoken, dijcken, strljcken' per 'ck'. ... C 8. 'dancken, crancken, dencken,
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reckon, ruckon, ntucken' per 'ck', in fine scribendum 'ck' non 'o' nec 'k' 
solum. ... K 1. duplex 'kk' af gekeurt. K 2. 'crarick' ccrlbenduin, non 'crank'" etc. 
','he only concession is before ' f :  "K 4. 'maeckte' interdum potest scribi cum 
'ci' ommlsso 'k ' " , and in the Hebrew names "Zadok, Jabbok, liabbakuk". After a 
long vowel they nlloi/ olther spelling: "C 6. ... in 'saecke, wraecke, spraecke' 
licet ambiguum sit in 'wrake, snrake'".
Although Plemp added his weight to the k^k-L spellings, the '-ck-' continued 
to be thf most popular, Montanus however goes back to the older usage and adopts 
'-c' alongside the medial '-ck-', which in this way once more becomes a consistent 
spelling. He is not altogether satisfied with this spelling however. As he 
recognises the plur*al ending as '-en', and the inflexional ending as '-e', a 
word such as "dicke", must, by removing the inflexion, have the basic form "dick" 
(cf.chap.17): "oneigentlijc schrijf ic 'ver, val,...' voor 'verr, vail,...' en 
daerom schrijf ic ooc 'die' of 'dik','roc,...' al ist datmen eigentlijker en 
gewoonelijker zou stellen 'dick, rock,...'". In medial position he seems to 
have been indifferent to which was chosen, '-ck-' or '-kk-': "om dat ic nae 't 
gebruik eigentlijc stel 'verre, vallen, mannen...' zoo zet ic ooc 'rochchen, 
dicke of dikke,...'". The occasional spellings with final '-k' in the text have 
probably slipped in accidentally, possibly due to the printer's unfamiliarity 
with his system.
By the mid 1630’s however, the '-kk-' spelling was becoming more common, and 
the use of '-c' was even mor^ in decline. Whether reflecting this trend or 
contributing to it (or both) it is not clear, but at this time Hooft was 
beginning to use the '-kk-' spelling much more, though he is not consistent.
The only example of medial /k/ in his Waernemingen is "drukken" in No.34, and 
no wordliah any final spelling other than '-k'. His earlier works, such as 
Achilles ende Polyxena, and Baeto, only have '-ck-', which was really the only 
current spelling at the time of writing/printing.
More conservative again are the entries in Hexham's dictionary of 1648, with 
'-ck' in "ick, oock, lichamelick, lichamelicken, wrinckelen" etc., even though 
his grammar in the appendix repeats Van Heule's dicta: "'Zaec' and 'Zaecken', 
Cause, Causes, 'c' (is changed) into 'k'". This is by now a little out of date, : 
in grammars at least, though common usage continued to show a strong liking for
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’-ck' and ’-ck-’. The Manly revision of Hexharr (1672) omits this reference to 
'-c' and '-ck'. The rebenblon of ’ck’ in the dictionary entries was due to the 
conr.c i ons conserva tism of tiio printer Arnout Leers, not merely absence of critical 
edt torship of orevious edi tions (see his comments in chap.f),
Kok is more nrogre. sivo and departs from these traditional spellings, as does 
Leupenius. After pointing out the incorrect use of 'c’ in normal Dutch words 
("calf, cost" etc.), he goes on: "soo weinig reeden heeft het ook dat men se 
onnoodig gebruikt, daer sy geen kracht noch dienst doen kan, gelyk sy gemeenlyk 
gestellt wordt voor een ’k', 'ick, maack, kercken', daer niet meer dan eene 'k' 
van nooden is, om de kracht van het geluid uit te drukken’ .
"Wanneer de 'k' dan noch moet versterkt worden, d"t moet niet geschieden door 
een 'c', rnaai* door een 'k', en men moet niet schryven ' stocken, blocken, stucken, 
kruckon' maar 'stokken, blokken, stukken, krukken'". He is then in favour of the 
"new" spelling with '-k' and '-kk-'.
Van der Weyden too condemns those who "vele overtollige letteren, tot 
verlenginge harer schrlften, gebruyken, als in ' ick''.'.‘ÎViruck, ... kruck, luck'
VC (wordt) immers alzo qualik geschreven ... als 'hoff, schooff, staff,wall, well, 
will, datt, ditt, lott, sott" (cf.Van der Schuere); 'c' could also be dropped in 
"bancken, dancken" etc..
Of similar progressive views is Van den Ende, who becomes the first 
lexicographer to use such spellings as "drukken". In his introduction however 
he only concerns himself with superfluous use of '-ck' in final position and 
after a long vowel; one is left to deduce from such entries that he also opposed 
'-ck-' elsewhere: "De overvloed van lettren heb geschoudt, zoo veel my mogelijk 
is geweest, alzoo 't onvoeglijk is, veel letters te gebruyken daar 't weynige 
doen konnen; Derhalven spelle ik bondig ende kort: Aldus 'Ik,...Zaken, Waken, 
Grotelijx, Strax, Zulx, Bexken, Taxken, Strixken, Krixken', ende niet na ouder 
gewoonte: 'Ick,...Saecken, Waecken, Grotelijcks, Strackx, Sulckx, Beckxken, 
Tackxken,'... "etc.. Note that his main motive is economy of letters, not the 
logicality of this or other systems.
In the South the situation was more conservatively inclined. Bolognino's 
Noodeliicke Ortographie of 1657 retains 'ck' in "drucken, welcke", though while 
using "ick, druck" occasionally, he prefers '-c': "men sal achterlaten de 'k'
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acht.or cio ' o ' nmd a I, ... do 'k' nit met alien en doet tot het geluydt van do 
' f; ' It. '(.pt Ls only t/lo'/od boforo and final ’-k' is only allowed before
'-lipydt', as '-o' would tirodnoe a misleading '-oh-'. Thus he uses "herinc, 
rosp^'oc, :iprac, ooc, klanc, wel o, gelyonien, treat" etc.. Mor Is this an 
i solated case, for a few years later Isinnart (see above) described 'k' as 
"al1eonelijet eon auxiliair oft noot lei ter. ... loo dat over al waer men met de 
'c' goraeckon can, gheen ' k' van doen en iieoft". It is only the possibility of 
mlspronuncLation which prevents him writing "boucen, druccen" et sim.. Binnart*s 
riivd dictionary, ol' l/ll, with the same usage for 'ck', does not contain these 
comments, though they would have been more in keeping with that period.
Other Southerners were slightly more progressive. Bilius wrote in his 
introduction of 1661: "De manière van schryven of van spellen sal soo wesen, die 
nu liedens-daeglis by vele Verstandighe ochryvers gebruyct wert (i): be weten,
nl-soo gelyck-men spreoct, met spa id ng' van die Letteren, die inde uyt-spraec 
geenen clanck en gheven, of niet gehoort en warden, by exemnel: 'Daeghelyckxsche, 
Opbitoghentheydt' in welke woorden en diergelyke genoegsaem blyckt, dat vele 
Letter'^n geenen clanck eh gheven, oversulcx men de selve derven can, en schryven: 
'Dagolycse, Opgetogentheyt". Thus although his views are more progressive than 
Binnart's, he still favours the use of '-c' rather than '-k'.
In the same year, l6 6 l, Beyer deviated from Van Heule, his model, and 
recommended *-k' and '-kk-': "De spellinge die door 'c' geschiet wilde ik liever 
door 'k' gedaen hebben, soo dikwils het mogelik is; en die van 'ck',of door 'k' 
alleenlik, of door 'kk' naer eisch van zaken,,om dat de 'c ' den Latijnen schijnt 
als eigen te zijn; ik soude se dan seer weinig gebruiken, en misschien niet 
anders dan als 'ch' by malkander moeten staen; waerom wy ook de 'c' alleenelik 
na het oude gebruik in ons ABC gestelt hebben: ik zoude nog 'ooc' nog 'oock' 
schrijven, maer 'ook'; niet 'vriendelicke' maer 'vriendelikke' &c"(p.l02). He 
feels obliged however to refer to Van Heule's use of "'c' om (de woorden) te 
eindigen,... welke spellinge ik niet soude durven verwerpen",
Hillenius, in 1664, writes that "some leave out 'c ' when it sounds like 'k': 
and altogether use the letter 'k' instead thereof: as 'schicken', they leave out 
'c' and write 'schikken', 'ghelucken, ghelukken'. Or write 'k' onely when *c' is 
superfluous, as 'zulcke, zulke, welcke, welke'".(Richardson copies this in his 
Anglo-Belgica of 1677, p.4 .)
36.
Whal. may have been a dec buivefactor in sealing the fate of the '-ck*,*-ck-', 
snelling was >.dicn Vondel changed over* to the use of '-kk-' around 1666. Up to 
IdbLs dniv' he had used 'ck' in all >osi tions,- medial, final, before 't',- e.g. 
"volck, volrkon, breeckt". This is one of the very few spelling changes which 
’.'(uid'b a d o p t e d  at a stroke, the -e was usually a transitional phase when he used 
his old and new spell 1ngs side by side. ^^1 though many writers were changing 
f'rom 'ck' to 'kk', possibly in emulation of Hooft and Vondel, a form such as can 
be found in a poem by Anna Mario van Schurmon (ob.l673): "Die 't swackke sterven 
laet en 't siecke niet geneest" must be regarded as a misprint, however 
attractive the idea of a "compromise spelling"! Her normal usage is '-ck','-ck-', 
as shown by "siecke".
After this date no {prammar was evei' to actively defend the use of 'ck' (with 
the one idiosyncratic exception of Van Daele, see below). Nil Volentibus adopted 
'-kk-' in around 1673, and amongst those who used '-kk-' in the latter half of 
this century are lels, Brune, Me iJ or (all memb rs of Nil), Brandt, Luyken, 
Dullaftrt etc..
Usage continued to tolerate 'ck' to a fairly large extent however (Laconis... 
had still recommended it in 1 6 6 6 ), sufficiently at least for Winschooten to want 
to condemn it in 1633: "deese letter C ... is tweesins jammerlijk misbruikt 
geweest (nb);... te weeben, als sij gesteld werd bij de letter K agter een 
tweeklank, of twee klinker (= dipthong/double vowel),... als in 'Boeck, Haack', 
voor 'Boek, Haak’...: ten tweede werd de C misbruikt in woorden, die met KK 
moeten geschreven werden... gelijk 'Slabben' geschreeven werd met BB, 'Kladden' 
met DD, 'Eggen' met GG,...alsoo besluiten wij mede dat het woordje 'Sakken', en 
alle andere van dab slag met geen CK, maar met KK geschreeven moeten werden".
The only word to have 'ck' in his dictionary is "Circkel",- a loan word,possibly 
for the reasons discussed in a later section, for "Mirakel", Kuyper also uses 
'-ck-' (see the discussion of 'nek' below).
It is also possible that sporadic use of '-c' continued. Although no 
examples have been noted later than Bilius and Binnart (the latter still in the 
later editions of his dictionary!). Van Geesdalle and Nyloe still feel it 
necessary to condemn the spelling at the beginning of the next century: "Men 
hoede zich vooral de 'c' ooit achter aan een woort of lettergreep te zetten, als
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inb.tero, rye’. In 'ick, klanck', is de 'e' overvloedig, en de 'k' kan ' t hier 
n 1 ] een ' t i tt .oudon" ( Nylon, 2nd nd. 37).
An wan noted In the rjrnvio'.n’ non tton, the use of ' c ' for 'k' in Dutch words 
per-ninted noiiewhat longer In the douth. This is o3so true for '-ck' and '-ck-'. 
itinny'n dictionary, oritlcisde by the dnoeijmes for its retention of 'o', also 
brought Its use of 'ck' up to date in the 1753 edition, where the introduction 
states "dat de overtollige betters ... :e 'c' voor 'k' (achtergelaeten zyn)... 
en dat men gestelt hoeft ... 'gelyk,...ik, pek, zak,'...&c in plaetse van... 
'ghelyck,... ick, peck, zack'".
The use of ’-ck-’" was still not entirely dead however, - the Grammaire pour 
apprendre le flamande of 1757 still uses "boecken, wercken", and the booklet 
'"brt Begryp van de Gl.adt Aerschot" of 1766, as representative of conservative 
popular usage, still uses 'ck' in all positions: "Boeck, gelyck, oock; geraeckt, 
boecksken; kercke, welcke; drucker; soecken, maecken (cf. "seker"}". 3uch 
usage did not last much longer however, and the '-kk-' was already very common, 
under the influence of Bincken's "Fondamenten" of 1757, and Des Roches's 
Gpraek-konst of 1761. Several later grammatical works still found it necessary 
to condemn the use of 'ck', e.g. Zeydelaar, Cramer, Bolhuis; and the Inleyding 
of 1785 writes that "onkundige schryven nog: 'ick, back, beck, bock, buck' 
alwaer de 'c ' teenemael overtollig is: ook word de zelve uyt 'boecken, bocken', 
gebannen, behoorende 'boeken, bokken' te schryven".
Thus although it is possible that some of these comments are merely referring 
to what readers may encounter in older books, it is equally possible that they 
knew of some continued use of 'ck'.
Van Daele, in line with his theory that 'c' and 'k', sounding the same, were 
consequently interchangeable (cf. chap.1 3 1), felt that "'decken' so goed 
geschreven is als 'dekken'".
The use of '-kk-' after long vowels is further discussed in chap.17.
The spellings 'ngh', 'nek', 'ngk'.'nkk','ngg'.
The use of '-ng' with a pronunciation as /^k/ is well-documented (Schdnfeld 
I §41,74; Van Helten 143f; Van Loey 106; Franck §87; Weijnen p.36 etc.), usually 
\ using variant forms such as "jonk" taken from literary texts. However Several 
grammarians have commented upon this dialectal feature and its effect upon the
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upolJing. The pronouncing of /k/ in the combination spelt 'ng' persisted in 
'liaioct use much longer than the spelling development may suggest. Alteady in 
the late 17th century such forms as "jonk, gink, lank" were becoming less common, 
in fore C.1650 they were very common, in the forms "jonc, jonk, jonck" according 
1,0 the individual wrll.-er’s use of '-o’ and *-k’, and such forms were often 
accepted as normal. The Fiililo translators for instance wrote "C f. 'coninck, 
dlrick, rlnck, Inboorlinck, vreemdel i nek ' etc. per CK quod inutatur etiam in G. 
'coningen, dingen, ringen'"( similarly G 12). They regard these forms as on a 
par with "lijl' 1ijven" and the Latin "Rex reges,ot similibus".
As stated b; the translators, the final /-k/ was changed to the fricative 
/g/ in inflected forms, which is why the 'g' was used in "ringen". Those who 
normally used 'gh' would naturally spell "ringhen". Although the final /r>k/ 
eventually developed into /ng/, the transition was foreshadowed to a certain 
extent by the influence of gelijkvormigheid spellings. Here the necessity of 
spelling '-nge' in the inflected forms led to the use of final '-ng' in the basic 
form. This spelling certainly pre-dates the completion of the chan’ge from /^k/ 
to /ng/, as is shown by statements from various grammarians. Some of these give 
/r}k/ as a variant pronunciation for /ng/, and some go further and allow either 
spelling; still others regard /r>k/ as a very undesirable pronunciation/spelling.
One of the first to mention such a variation is Kilian, In his dictionary 
he recognizes both spellings: "ringh, rinck; dingh, dinck" etc., but under one 
word he mentions the difference not only in spelling (both these spellings could 
represent /pk/) but also in the sound,- "'koningh'dicitur 'koninck'". This 
strongly suggests that he considers /i}k/ the main pronunciation, allowing the 
spelling with '-gh* only because of the inflected form, 
j Van der Schuere thinks the spelling with '-ck' undesirable, but is not clear
which pronunciation he hears: "zoo word, van velen, daer 'twoord in 'ng' eymdigen 
moet de 'nc' of 'nek' gebruykt, Daer nochtans elk met reden wel behoord te 
verstaen, dat alle woorden (die in't verlangen met 'ge' of 'gen' eyndigen,wanneer 
de 'e' of 'en' ... afgeweird word) behooren met 'g', ende niet met 'ch'("dach") 
of 'ck' te eyndigen". The spelling "lanck" for "lang" is thus put on a par with 
"dach" for "dag" where no difference in pronunciation occurs. He is thus in 
favour of only the '-g' spelling, especially as this enables the differentiation
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(if "1vj.ng bangen" and "bank lianken" etc..
Aiiii'clng ur;c(i Ivc mwn name as an example of bn is spelling, and his statement 
;;'i.^ .a>sts b'u-.t i 1, Is more a ms ties of spelling than of pronunciation: "Ik schrijf 
ook 'amp,'.', i ng' mot eene ' g' o[''b (gmde, onde niet meer met 'ck': want also ik de 
'c' von wegen heere over bol ligheid naer do rechte spellinge moste weg-werpen,... 
ende also veranderinge maken, so hebbe ik de 'g' in de plaetze liever aen te 
semen, waer in sy toch in de babijnsche nprake om der soebicheyd wille kornt te 
veranderen". The '-ck' cannot be used because ho wished to avoid 'c' in any 
nosi bion, and the '-ng' spelling was thus preferable to the resultant '-nk' form, 
I evidently on {p'ounds of the relationship of 'o' and 'g' in Latin. As he then 
' goes on to formulate a gelLjkvormigheid rule, it is most likely however that his 
main motive in defending the '-ng' spelling is analogy with '-ngen' in the 
inflected forms. On the actual pronunciation of "Ampzing" with /ng/ or /r}k/ 
his comments are inconclusive.
Van ileule is possibly more explicit. He hears both pronunciations, and 
allows both spellings: "Ooc verandert de K somtijts in eene G, als 'Koninc, 
Koningen, Ganc, Gangen'"(p.62). Although this only mentions the /-k/ pronun­
ciation and the '-c' spelling, he elaborates further on p.143: "Als naer N eene 
G volcht zo wort de G in eene C of K verandert, als in plaetse van'Koning' zegt 
men 'Koninc', alzo zeggen wy 'Spronc' voor 'Sprong'". However it is important 
to realise that none of tliese statements above from Kilian, Van der Schuere, 
Ampzing or Van Heule, necessarily imply the existence of a /-ng/ pronunciation, 
they could all be equally consistent with a desire merely to point out that the 
spelling with '-g', caused by gelijkvormigheid, did not accurately represent 
the actual pronunciation.
The same is t^ 'Ue, probably, of Leupenius: "men moet (om) de wortelletteren 
... te behouden ... niet schryven 'rink' ... maar 'ring'"(p.25). He does not 
mention the pronunciation. Van danEnde too only refers to the spelling: "'Gang' 
...ende niet na ouder gewoonte ... 'Gangh' of 'Ganck', Desgelijx ... 'ding,... 
ontfang, vang,...ging' &c ende niet ... 'dink,... ontfanck, vanck',... omdat men 
(schrijft)...'ontfang-en' &c". He does not altogether outlaw the alternative 
spelling however, as is shown by such entries as "gank ofte gang". Bolognino 
criticises Van den Ende for misrepresenting the sound in "'ding, ontfang, vang',
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vard. /ni'ékende .-.étmen; Mine,... ontfanc ' " ( p. 3) •
One of 1 bo l,o iimblnn the /~nf-'/ pronunciation was Montanus, wher e he
tiwi l, M e  "v.T 1 engin:," of such words Is "vang-ngen", thus a lengthening of 
M.e /it.y set i l.s t-eplaclng /qk/. til Volentibus say much the same in their 
V' r'inndeling with refer "nee l.o "bngst/ank t, jong/jonk, koning/konink'... die 
wij 7,onder onder;icheid of "let /,* , of met ' k ' uitspreken". They then sujipoj-t 
th I . i th examples of '— ng' ( Ills;-; jvononnced /pk/) l’iiyaing with '— nk' in ..ooft 
( "Vlncirtige Myiiif": "bedangt/ ontfnngt" or "bed.snckt/ontfanckt" according to the 
edition, and "jonk/ontfonk" in "harderskout"), hiygens ("banck/dwanck" In 
"Co.i l.el ick Mal"), and Camphuysen ( " herbrengt/drenk t" psalm 32). It is very 
significant here that they use tliese rhyme-pair.s to show tlie.tr readers that '-ng' 
could be pronounced /-i^k/. Tf /r^k/ had been the normal pronunciation of '-ng' 
th i s would have boon unnecessary. Van Helderen (who uses "gink" etc. in his
' agter een 'n ' wort'k' agtl 
a tes that "'nk' heef t een
d I c t i o n a r y , p .  5 4 )  c o ' - m e n t r ;  i n  I d 3 3  tliat " e o n  ' 
g e l e u e u "  ' p .  3 )  J ' n d  I n  h i s  K o r t - r  c l i r  1 f t , - b u e k  o 
s u h . e r p e r  goluil, a l s  'ng' ... 'zing, 7 i n k '  " .
Again it is not altogether clear whether dyloe is referring to spelling only, 
or also to the pronunciation when he writes "De 'g' en 'k' worden dikwyls 
verwisselt en men schryft 'Koning' en 'Konink','lang' en 'lank','gang' en 'gank'". 
Rut this is not the case with dewel. Writing in the Boekzaal (then "Twee- 
maandelyksche dittreksels") for 1703b,120, for which he was at that time the 
editor, he strongly criticises the /-pk/ pronunciation, which must thus by then 
have been regarded as old-fashioned: "Meni.gmaal heb ik iemand berispt, als ik 
hoorde leezen de woorden 'gang, wrang, Koning', enz. met een scherpe uitspraak 
der letter 'g' (= /k/), en t'elkens daarop gezegd, dat men die letter daar niet 
scherp maar stomp uytspreeken moet"(is he advocating /-pch/?).
E.G.P. merely echoes Nyloe: "Voorders mag men 'Koninc' en 'Koning' spellen, 
'lanck' en 'lang', 'jonck' en 'jong', 'ganck' en 'gang' enz."(p.31). But Tuinman 
was a little more exact: although he only accepts the now standard '-ng' spelling 
he is aware of the /-qk/ pronunciation,- "Dit is noch in de hedendaegsche taal 
gemeen. Men zegt 'Konink' voor 'Koning', 'Koninkryk' voor 'Koningryk','lank' 
voor 'lang', 'ontfanck' voor 'ontfang' enz."(Appendix,67).
Zeydelaar seized upon this variation in pronunciation and put it to practical
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"'lang, mot ’ g’ Ir de gang van een huiu. Gank, met ’k' is de gank van een' 
■i:ensct!". 'I't. i.". ma.v ,;nll have been influenced by the fact that in the latter sense 
I,he word ceuld not be used in the iilural, and there was thus nothing to inhibit 
"g-uild' ns H spell in;'; (cf. Mie la tor split lie twe en " kruid" and " k r u i t " s e e  
clwn'.ld). bang after this, tbc /-k/'' pro nunc int ion is still recorded, e.g. by 
Tcrbruggon: "Do 'g', als zy met de 'n' eene lettergreep eyndigt word byna als 'k' 
lytgesprokon (maer dit is een spraekgebrek)", and even Te Winkel could only say:
"Do ' g' Is nagonoeg stem achter de ' n' in h<-t in'dden en aan het einde der woorderf*.
One [xisitlon in wh'cii the /r>k/ pronunciation was long preserved, and is still 
In use now, is in compound words, and especially before the suffix '-lijk'. This 
gives such forms as "koninkrijk, koninklijk, afhankelijk". Tv/o developments have 
influenced the forms of these words,-the loss of '-k' in final position, as 
discussed above, was often accompanied by loss of /l</ in this position, either 
through the same development, or because a particular writer thought the 'k' 
intrusive (in the same way as a ' p' in "korint" I'or example), and secondly the 
increase in gelijkvormigheid spelling caused many to put in the 'g' which belonged 
to the basic form "koning, hangen" etc.. This gave the options "koninklijk" and 
"koninglijk", both of which are very common.
A third group however applied both arguments, and spelt with '-ng' because 
of the basic form, and also added a 'k' for the pronunciation, resulting in such 
spellings as "koningklijk, afhangkelijk", These are not as common, but for a 
certain period they enjoyed some popularity. The normal course was however to 
retain the historical and more simple spelling with '-nk-'. I
Alongside the forms "koningklijk" etc. can be found a similar spelling in the 
basic words, such as "langk", though these are not common. They are probably 
formed in exactly the same way as such forms as "hadt, landt" where the 'd' is 
for gelijkvormigheid and the 't' for pronunciation. Forms such as "langk" are of |
reasonable antiquity, for De Heuiter is already criticising them in I5 8 I: 
"Geclaingk, wat douter 'g'?" and similarly for "dwaingk",- note that these are 
now '-nk' and '-ng' rapectively, whereas he pronounces them both with /pk/. His ?
own spelling is '-nc' in both cases. The next to comment on these forms was Be \
Hubert, who allows the pronunciation to overrule gelijkvormigheid on this
4:2.
o c c a s i o n ,  giving Sprink-haan',  niet 'spring-haan'"(p.136).
F’or rcgnl ;ir uaers of '-nc(k)' however the forms presented no problem, '-lie' 
beinf r Lmoly nfided to the basic form already ending in '-c','-ck' or ' -k' . Van 
Henl-' tor example (1 6 3 3 ,3 6 ) gives "Koninclic van Koninc", though he uses 
"b ining]ic" on p.11 of the it25 edition. Other writers' usage differed however, 
tor example Van Engelen who, although regularly using '-nek' spellings, uses 
"Koningryken" in his Introduction; the actual text has, a little more 
consistently, "koninkraat".
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One of the first to use the '-ng* spelling before the "phonetic" 't' was
Vondel, who regularly uses such forms as "langk, koningklijk". This usage was
bound to influence other writers, even in the next century, where, for example, 
foot uses "gingk", I.angendijk uses "koningklyke", P.De Huybert uses "langkvylig", 
and Van der Gchelling (revision of Van Alkemade's Displegtigheden) uses 
"oorsprongk". Moonen, in his questions to Vondel (loVl) uses "vischvaiigk".
Nyloe refers back to Vondel's usage when, following on from the quotation 
given above, he adds that "'g' en 'k' worden verwisselt (in) 'gevangenis' en 
'gevankenis', ook wel 'gevangkenis, langkheit, vergangkbaar' met 'gk'j maai’ dit 
leste, schoon ik het op gezach van Vondel en anderen ook gevolgt hebbe, kornt my 
nu wat hart voor, en my dunkt dat een van beide 'g' of 'k' hier genoeg is"(p.4 2 ).
This is not the only occasion that he refers to a recent change in his spelling
(see, for example, chap.1 5 ).
In his review of the first edition of this book (Boekzaal 1703b,120) Sewel 
comments: "De spelling van 'gevangkenis, langkheyd', enz. op't gezag van Vondel 
on andere, volg ik maar zelden, evenwel dunkt my de 'gk' in de woorden 
'onafhangklijk, vergangklijk' enz. niet ongeryrad te zyn". In accordance with 
this decision he spells "gevangenis" in his grammars and dictionaries. He only 
allows the '-ngk-' spelling before the suffix '-lijk',i.e. where it still exists 
today. In his dictionary of 1703, however, he adds the following to his comments 
on "'K' in plaats van 'C '": "Vondel spelde in zynen tyd 'Jongk, langk, zangk': 
maar hy heeft daarin weynige naavolgers gehad; doch 'gevangkenis, vergangklyk, 
afhangklyk' is by sommigen nog in gebruyk". This insertion is clearly inspired 
by his reading of Nyloe.
Nylo'e's basic "koninc" spelling found no favour with Poeraet. As the 'g' is
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a "wortelletler" it cannot be left ont, and "koningk" should be used. This is 
In deviation from ['oonen'o usage, which he is defending in this work, though 
■oonen dr,,\". say bln b biio 'p,’ in "koni ng" is nearer to the ' g' "van den 
Franschon".
The riaragrupii given above from Nyloe was also the inspiration of E.C.P.'s 
comments: "Heb schijnt we] dut 'koninklijk' beter als dah) ' koningli j k' lu^/dt; 
maer 'Konings-huys' schijnt beter te luyden als 'Koninks-huys', 'lang-moedig' 
als 'lank-moedig', 'jong-rnan' als 'jonk-man', 'gang-baer' als 'gank-beer' enz.
J.v.Vondel spelde voor-dezen 'jongk, langk, vergangkelijk, springkhaen,
Koningklijk' enz. 'b welk met onse uytspraek ten uytersten overeenkomt; en 
wanneer het Clomeyn daer toe geliefde te vallen, zou ik dese Spellinge, voor twee 
andere, sonder eenige twijffeling den voor-gang geven",- the two others being 
"Koninklyk, Koninglyk". Nould E.G.P. thus prefer to see the / ng/ s umd always 
spelt 'ng', even before 'k'? Ib would seem so (cf the use of final '-ngk' given 
above), but consistent use of this rule would lead to such spellings as "dengken, 
dangken". Ten Kate was not attracted to such a move, and regarded the "enk" as 
one sound, "'ek* met een neusklank", on a par with "eng", thus making the form 
"klank" adequate in representing the sound, just as "gang" was.
The existence of Vondel's 'ngk' spellings was still influencing grammal*s in
the mid 18th century. Van Belle (1748) writes:
"G-K is gants hoognoodig om 'afhangklyk'
Te spellen, als ook 'Springkhaan' en 'vergangklyk':
Want zonder G waar' 't woord te kort gedaan,
En zonder K kon de uitspraak niet bestaan".
Thus 'k' was needed because it was heard, and 'g' because it was part of the
basic word. He is not arguing (as did E.G.P.) that 'nk' did not represent
the sound.
De Haes uses the same argument 13 years later: "De 'gk' bezigen wy in de 
woorden 'koningk, jongkvrouw, springkhaan, oorsprongkelyk',...'g' als 
wortelletter, 'k' tot behulp der uitsprake"(p.1 4 ), except that unlike Van Belle 
he also mentions words with final '-ngk'. Zeydelaar, who often refers to De Haes, 
may have been thinking of this statement when he wrote that "Sommige schrijven ' 
'toegangkelijk, oorsprongkelijk, aanvangkelijk', behoudende de 'g', omdat die in | 
't wortelwoord gevonden wordt". Holtrop,in 1783, rejects the final 'k' in such 
as "zangk", which may thus have still been a current form.
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The next commonb on these spellings, from Siegenbeek in his "Invloed 
van de we 11 ui «lendhei b" , condemns them as being on a ])ar with the superfluous use 
ef Mb' in noun.;, though if the mrmal pronunciation is /ng/ the analogy is not 
e x a c t .  The /i>k/ i.i’onunciation he claims to be dead, except before '-lijk'; 
"koninkryk" should become "koningrijk" by analogy with "vindingrijk" I Me was 
not alone In preferring such spellings. Willems wrote in 1824: "Wat 'koninklyk, 
aenvankelyk, vorgankelyk' en meer zulke woorden is betreffende: schoon wy er 
verre af zyn, van deze manier van schryven belachelyk te vinden, gelyk sommigen 
doen, zoo verkozen wy toch liever 'koninglyk, aenvanglyk, verganglyk'(zonder 
inlassching dor 'e' achter 'g') omdat wy gelooven, dat de 'g', op 'k' overgaende, 
niet eigenlyk ' k' wordt, maer dat de 'gl' liier gelyk int het hoogduitsche 
'gleich' moeten worden uitgesproken". He had at least some phonetic theory 
behind his use of these forms, many others had rejected the '-nk-' forms merely 
because 'k' was not a "wortelletter".
imi ts had a theory too, but it was different from that of anyone else; the 
original pronunciation had been "ganc" with the 'c' pronounced as a Dutch /g/
(see chap.3), viz. /ga>jch/. But then,"door het invoeren der (Fransche) ujtspraak 
onzer 'c'", the pronunciation became (sic) /gagk/, similarly causing 
"vergankelijk". In this way, he argues, the '-nge' spelling is more Dutch 
(i.e. older) than the '-nke', the latter being only caused by a mis-pronunciation 
of the Dutch 'c' (= /ch/) in the French way (= / k / ) »
Some basic feeling that the 'g' of "koning" should really be retained in 
"koninkje" must have livdd on for a very long time, as in 1954 the Woordenlijst 
still felt it necessary to warn against spelling "koningkje". There is no 
reason, incidentally, why the diminutive of "koning"(|^^^sim. should not be 
written "koningkje", with '-kje' regarded as a variant suffix in the same way 
as '-je' becomes '-pje, -tje' etc..
The factor which caused so many writers to be dissatisfied with such 
spellings is that the sound /ng/ is usually represented by 'ng', but can also 
be represented by 'n' alone, - i.e. before 'k'. Rombouts considered this an 
unavoidable irregularity in the spelling: "Daar er geen aanvaardbare oplossing 
door vereenvoudiging voor de hand ligt (we zouden 'slaiik' als 'slangk','rank' 
als 'rangk', -zinken' als -zingken', kurmen spellen, maar 'vereenvoudiging' kan
■ lit kvjaii jk imteii), is on?,e konklu-z.ie - ma'-ir %o laten." (There is a slight hint 
ki.;ro i,r ooi-ifii:;ion !„:■ Tween ' ;lnn.i i f ication' and 'shortening'.) His is a not 
unr-a.-onaM':- decision ho/ever, as (outside '":onIng-i-je") the spelling '-nk' 
e.iusor; no 'roMoins; ~ tliene Is no vital need to show in the spelling that ' n' 
iM.-roro 'k' rcpros(-mts /ng/% ar: In this position it is always pronounced thus 
there is no phonemic contru'H, between /ng/ and /n/ before / 1/ as thei-e is at 
the end of a word (of. "bang, ban"). /ijV/ can thus be safely left as 'nk', which 
1 s the reasoning beiiind the Woordenli j st'r, "koninkje" spelling.
It Is arguable whether forms such as "langk" from Vondel are a case of "lung" 
with a ' k' added for pronunciation, or an attempt to render /ng/'' by 'ng' in all 
positions; the latter may well be the case as the same spelling can also be 
'truid in "iiesprengkelen", though it is admittedly much less comi:ion. '"his is 
'nowever, also supported by a particular spelling wiiich many other writers used.
I bong after final '-ck' ceased to be common, many wri tarr, were still using it 
after 'n' ("danck, denck" etc.). As these writers used the 'ck' only after 'n' 
it is highly suggestive of an attempt to use the '-nc-' as a sign for /ng/ with 
the normal 'k' to follow.
Only one grammar has ever discussed such a usage, but this is sufficient to 
show that 'nc' was indeed used as a digraph to represent /ng/ before 'k'. This 
writer was "ontanus, as early as 1635. He Is discussing the various misprints 
in the book when he comes across the use of 'ck' instead of a more regular 'k';
"Zoo staeter ooc wel 'klincken', voor 'klinken'. Doch ben nuu van meening i
gpworden dattet beeter is in doeze geleegentheit te schrijven 'ck', uit oorzaec 
my in den zin geeoomen is datmen door deeze en andere middelen de 'Eng' zonder 
groote vreemdichheit oover al in't gemeene schrijven onderscheidelijc uitdrucken 
I can. Want alsmen 'nc' of 'ng' voor een Merc vande 'Eng' neemt, gelijc *ch' vande
'ech': en datmen schrijft 'clinch, clincken, danck, dancken, Ancchises, i
bedencking'".
While the use of 'ck' in other positions was widespread it is impossible to • 
distinguish such a use of 'nc' for /ng/. Later on however it becomes quite clear. I 
This practice was still current at the turn of the century, for both Kuyper and ' 
Hllarides use 'ok' only after 'n',- using '-kk-' intervocalically. The former, in ' 
his Fyfde Deel, has for example "punokten, klinckert, klancken", whereas the
A-C,
oMinr WOT''Is such os "wulko" have 'h' alone. Tn the introduction to the kierde 
d " " l  (c.'chaini ng s p e l l i n g ;  1 i . : t o  on ly) , he w r i  ten thct " i ri dit '"'ierde Deel gebruyke 
(ih) ;;oird,iji,: ’ ck ' '01 o')k 'kk' els in de wonrden ' gel uc ken' en ' geluckig' ook 
.oviivm'vI'Ui lie ' c ' no 10 l.ende, en cl'^ n weer ntel _l en de, al 3 'denken, denck' , of 
'ih-nkken', en 11iin'gelyke meer. De rf-vlen waarom ik dit alroo hebbe gedaan, is, oni 
dat Ik bemercke dab de eene d' een eii de ander d ' ander manier volgt".
hilirides's usage Is much the name. In his Phaedri Fabulae for example '-kk-' 
in regular, as is final '-k', but 'ck' is used (only) in "enckele, dunckt, 
drinckon, kwlnckslageii, enckelijk, klinckenden, klancken, dencken" etc., cf. 
"drukken, naakte, welke, vlekken". This is suj-ely a sign that he used 'nc' for 
/ng/ as defended by ^'ontanus (wiiether he was aware of this, or was simply 
following a tradition of using '-nek' is another matter).
Further supiport for the view that this was a Mrly widespread usage comes
from the time when 'kk' was being widely substituted for 'ck'. It was only 
natural that some who had previously used 'nek' in the manner outlined above 
should replace the 'ck' by 'kk', resulting in 'nkk' (cf. Dafforne chap.17, and
Kuyjier above), Deveral instances of this have been noted.
Before giving these however, attention must be drawn to a parallel spelling. 
The acceptance of 'nc' as a sign for /ng/ before 'k' led to t'e use of 'ng' as a 
sign for / ng/ before a pronounced 'g', giving '-ngg-' spellings. It had been the 
standard pronunciation in Middle Dutch for the final /k/ of "jonk" to become the 
fricative /g/ in the inflected form /jopche/. This pronunciation, which is 
behind the '-ngg-' spellings, died out along with the /-pk/ pronunciation of the 
uninflected form. Many, however, continued to pronounce words in this way because 
of the presence of 'g' in the spelt forms "jonge,hangen" etc.. For those who did 
pronounce the words in this way, whether in continuance of older tradition, or as 
a pure spelling-pronunciation, it would be tempting to adopt the '-ngg-' 
spellings, with the 'ng' for /ng/ and the 'g' for the fricative /g/. This is 
thus an exact parallel to the '-nkk-' spelling.
Montanus, despite his defence of the '-nek-' spelling, was very critical of 
the ’-ngg-' tendency, but only on grounds of pronunciation, which did not affect 
the '-nek-' words. The /pch/ pronunciation he felt to be induced purely by the 
spelling: "De natuerlljke verlenging der Woorden die in 'ng' eindigen (en geschlet
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nlet) met 'gen'. Tc zech do natuerlljke, zijnde de geene, lelkemen inde gemeene 
•unuioc gebruict. Want end ore in't leezen, die dicwils met 'g' verlengt worden: 
dewijlmon rrio do onei.ge 'r 1,-rI jving, ooc li.chtelijc hat beteikende goluit oneige 
komt uit to ;:prof:kon". Thun whereas normal "gemeene epraec" has "vang,vang-ngen" 
ther-e was a tendency in reading aloud to pronounce this "vang-chen" with a 
i'r i ca tivo /p/. be is prepared, howover, to accc|)t either pronunciation, and 
consequently either spelling; "men schrijft ... 'bedencking, ding, lang' en 
'bodenckinggen, dinggon, langgen', wanneermen de Verlengsels of Naebyvoechsels 
met 'g' wil uitgesprooken hebben, gelijc in't leezen meest geschiet: of 
'bedenckingngen, dingngen, langnge', gelijc ic doe in 'lach, lachchen', 
wanneormenze wil met 'ng' doen luiden".
These spellings are already known before Montanus, and De Keuiter asks 
"dwljngghen, zljngghen, toingghe, loingghe, wat douter deen 'g' en 'h'?". These 
spellings arfjcaused by the standard fiddle Dutch pronunciation as shown in 
"penninche, meninchghen, zinchende, jongghe, gehangghen"(V.Loey). De Heuiter 
evidently thinks either that such a pronunciation is wrong, or that it is 
adequately spelt by '-ngen' without "deen 'g' en 'h'". One user of these forms 
from a later date was Van Oherwen, who uses in his Voorloperken of 1624 such 
forms as "Taerlingghen, dingghen". The standard common spellings such as 
"spellinghe" are not conclusive evidence of either pronunciation.
Both these spellings, '-ngg-' and '-nkk-', were still occurring in the later 
years of the 17th century. For example Bruhe's Bancket-werck of 1657 has an 
apparently innocuous 'ck' spelling, but the later editions are "modernised" to 
"Bankket-werk"(1660) and the normal "Bankeb-werk"(1699).
The almost contemporary Dutch grammar by Hillenius (in English), of 1664, 
gives the following statement: "If the last syllable of any Noune have but one 
vowel, & end in 'c' or 'k*, the last letter doth double it self in the Plurall: 
as 'Gheluk, Gbelukken,.. .Minnelik, Minnelikken, plank, plankken, rank,rankken','
(p.19). seems to think these are all the same phenomenon. It is possible 
that this, as far as Hillenius is concerned at least, is not so much a case of 
using 'nkk' for /pk/, as an abnormal doubling of the 'k' (cf.chap.17). Ih the 
later editions of this work (l677ff) the spelling is normalised, which, as the 
examples are retained, has the unfortunate effect of making nonsense of the
A3.
sentence 1 Zoet uses "strenggen, springgen, zinggen, haiiggen" etc. both in 
PIi nos Krasm (TT,lin7), and in his Werkken of 1/75 (cf. chap.17). Zweerds and 
Duhhels i.n the r.amo nnthology have "gedenkken" and "bedenkke, slinkkerhandt, 
zinkkcn". 'lii.s Is not a printer' :: snelllng in Klioos Kraam, as Rintjus uses 
"ih-nken" otr. He has mereover a quite distinctive usage of his own. The 
anon}Tious I.f.U.C. in the same work (1,110) has "Ankker".
Tn 1635 the works of Antoni des van der Goes were publisited, and in these 
there is an introductory poem by Katryne bescailje, which reads:
"Wie ziet, wie hoord ooit zyns gelyk,
Als hy de krygstrompet laat klinkken,
Der heIden lof, in stryd op stryd.
Deed eouwig aan do starren blinkken,..."
All her own published [lays and iioems however have a normal spelling, both in
contemporary editions and in the 1731 collect'd works, which has a Van Hoogstraten
(the editor) spelling. Van der Goes himself also has a normal '-nk-' spelling,
Tt is an intriguing (and us.eful) fact that the dedicatory poems which many vrriters
wrote for each other's works, have a greater tendency to be printed in the
writer's own snelling, greater even than in their own printed works, where the
printer's hand is often seen at work. In some works the variety of spelling
systems shown by the various dedicatory poems is disconcertingly large,- and the
fact that each poem often has its individual spellings must imply that it is
printed in the spelling used by the author, which is rarely provable for
ordinary printed works. j
One example of '-ngg-' caused comment in the Boekzaal of July 1693: "P.v.Hove
... heeft... een boekje laten drukken, waar uit een nieuwe spel-konst te leeren
in. Te weeten, dat men ... 'jongge' voor 'jonge', enz, moet spellen"(see chap.7).
Rabus is a little inaccurate in thinking this to be a "nieuwe" spelling, but
such forms certainly seem to have undergone a revival at the turn of the century,
-n.b. the same time as Hilarides' and Kuyper's books with '-nek-' appeared.
One of the few persons to comment on this revival was Sewel, in his review of
kyloë (see above). Here he condems both '-ngg-' and '-nkk-': "Men heeft 'er ook
gevonden, die tot voorkominge van de gebreklykheid, welke zy waanden te zyn in de
woorden 'van-gen, han-gen, klan-ken', gespeld hebben 'vanggen, hanggen, klankken". ;
He followed this by inserting a similar comment in the next edition of his
dictionary, both on the '-ngk-t spellings (see above) and on the following:"Maar
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die do spelling in alien deole met do uytspreak wil doen overeenkomen, zal 
moo gelyk vrucdi l.ol ooze moot te doen; want hoowel etlyke gespeld hebben 'klankken, 
vanggen, hanggen, d I nggen' , ton de gewaande gebreklyklieyd die ' er is in 
I PI on, din-gon, han-gen' enz. voor he koirien, zyn zy daarin echter maar van 
weyni gen gavolgd", Th In a great pity, from the historians point of view, that 
Sewel follows the exampie of so many others In not naming names I (Nyloe himself
does not actually discuss these spellings, Sewel is following up a line of
thought raised by the former in connection with "land/lant".)
Poeraet mentions them also, probably reacting to fewel's comment: he puts
"Diriggen, Ringgen, Sbankken, Dankken" on a par with "lachchen,loochchenen", as 
results of an over—eager application of the concept of "root consonants",—i.e. 
that a root-letter (here 'ch','g' or 'k') cannot be detached from the first 
syllable (cf.chap.d).
This condemnation coming from such an influential grammarian as Sewel seems 
to have borne fruit. At least, these comments on '-ng'<-' , '-ngg-' and '-nkk-' 
were edited out of later editions, presumably because they were no longer relevant*
Suggested reforms in the spelling of /r}k/ and /ly^ .
The unsuccesful attempts to introduce ’-nek-', '-nkk-' and '-ngg-' have been 
discussed above, and it remains only to mention the later moves. No reforms were 
envisaged by any oth the official spellings of Siegenbeek, Te Winkel, Marchant, 
the Woordenlijst or the Eindvoorstellen, though it is interesting to note that j
one effect of the Siegenbeek system was to cause confusion with respect to this 
spelling. Because he had supported the dictum "schrijf zoo als gij spreekt" many 
thought that his spelling was meant to be a guide to the pronunciation, as indeed 
it would be if the dictum could be consistently applied. This gave rise to such *
spelling-pronunciations as "vang-chen", just as described by Montanusi Bomhoff 
(1347) is very critical of this feature of what he calls the "verbeterd onderwijs", 
which gives such pronunciations as "banch, ench, rinch" for ^bang, eng, ring". 
,'liegenbeek himself had originally been unaware that this might result from his 
spelling rules, and felt obliged to publish an open letter in 1 3 3 6  to warn 
against such spelling-pronunciations. This could not have been altogether ‘
effective, as Bomhoffs comments come 9 years later I j
It occurred to many of the more radical reformers that the whole problem of
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/nr/ needing to be ronro ;ontod hy a digraph, but sometimen by 'n' alone, could 
r el V d b/ n:,ro due lé,^  n .du./!'- ue.w letUn* f'or the / ng/ sound. Montarruo 
' ,.r:e }^ ti.ve 111 t ’ : d Ü"!. IdLwi. by claim i ng th..t ' ng' wan "één Merc",
Uil. Mil;: cr,.;ld n o t  u icmo^d M-cm J.se of the e lumsy "d Lrirngen" type of nnelling 
M-'n 11. ; 1 i ed. Ton fate went one step further and suggested writing the
' ng' and ' nk' wil.h a tie, as 'ng', ' nl ' : "zulks zoude ook %ijn' nuttigheld 
Ininnon hcbhon" .
"h(. first to recommend a cosiplt - Imsly new 1' ',ter was Land, who, as a result of
1:';' ra ti lUTali sa tlon of the use of letters, found a few spare in 'c,p,x,y':
"de 'o' (komt) in aanmorki ng oiu du ' ng' te vurvangen". Thiu wo .il.d have involved
such spellings as "vaq, zL'i, deqken, koniqklijk", and would have little chance
ho.w
of 1)0 1 ng accepted by the public at lai'go, no matter logical or s Imnle. dotting 
more was heard along these lines until J. te Winkel proposed using 'fi' for 'ng', 
as in "konih, zafi". The only other suggestion came from Kllck, who proposed 
the adoption of Greek gamma for this tu'u
All of these proposals are much too radical to gain any support, however 
laudable their aim, or efficient their application.
'c' = /k/ in loan words.
!'’or several centuries it was common accepted practice to leave all self-
evident loan words in their original spelling, insofar as that was possible.
Where this applied to German loans there was little difficulty, as the spelling
practices were largely the same, at least in their use of 'c' and 'k'. ■•here 
Romance (chiefly French and Latin) words were concerned the matter was slightly i
different. As long as 'c' continued to be the standard letter for /k/ then there •
I
was once more little difficulty, but as soon as a tendency to extend the use of j
'k' appeared, then conflict was bound to arise, when some felt a Certain word to 
be foreign, and others felt it to be, as it were, naturalised.
It is thus first in the early 17th century that talk of 'k' spellings in 
loan words becomes at all meaningful. The only time when a Romance 'c ' was 
replaced by a Dutch 'k' in earlier usage was when other modifications rendered 
I this necessary, as for example in the spelling "mirakel" where 'c' would have 
implied the wrong pronunciation. This existed side by side with "miraculeus**
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w!i)-rc the »c» could ho retained, thus indicating that the 'k' in "mi.rakel" is 
only M*' oxpedient, no h a reform. The saipc motive lies beiund the insi^  rtion of
' k ’ in " cnnc o r , c i f-c ke 1 " .
Even gran Led the normal replacement of 'c' by 'k' in Dutch words, there was 
alw.-iy.'T a roluctance to do the same for loan words. Kilian uses only ' c ' in his 
"Appendix Poregrinorum", except where a Dutch suffix was added, e,g."secretelick", 
.X)metimes the definition of loan word was taken very strictly. For example both 
Plantijn and lb 11ema include many very common words in the 'c-' spellings, 
whereas Germanic v.'ords are all spelt with 'k— '. Flantijn has, for instance,
"PatIn vide Cat", r.ellema has "Cab soect Katte". This entry is Interesting as 
it suggests bhat bhe strictness of the rule had been somewhat relaxed in the 
intervening decades, "Katte" heing regar-dod as i>he normal form for what was now 
ac op bed as a I rue Dutch word. PI antijn is actually so strict with his 
definition of loan words, that any word which has a related word in French or 
Patin spelt with a 'c ' must have a 'c' in Dutch. This includes such ordinary 
words as "Kaol vide Cael"(because of "caluus"),"Kaetsen voyez Caetsen, Kalck 
voyez Calc, Krabben vide crabben in C, Kok, Coquus voyez Coc", and conversely 
"coop coopen wc vide kopen",-the latter, being truly Dutch in his estimation, 
could have ’k’.
Even "Cat", as mentioned above, because it was related to "chatte",had to 
have 'c-' in this system. Thus although Flantijn*s system involves the use of 
'c-' in a great many everyday Dutch words, it is a thoroughly consistent system, 
according to its strict rules. Most other writers did not go to the extremes of 
Plant! jn, and recognize as loan words only those which were "obviously" foreign, 
though opinions on this were bound to vary, as the criterion of "obviousness" is 
highly subjective. It covers such words as "Cardinalen, Capitael" etc, in most 
systems however, the main differences of opinion being in everyday words.
The first signs of the change in opinion on the spelling of loan words comes 
from Arnpzing. Although he himself prefers to retain the foreign ’c-’ spelling, 
"dit doe ik nochtans also wederom, dat ik den genen, die onse Nederduytsche 
spellinghe liever onbeschroomd mogte volgen, in 't alderminste, nochte in 
geenderleije manière, en begere tegens te spreken: want heeft het den Romeynen 
vrij gestaen, de Grieksche Kappa in 'calendae, calamus, academia’, ende andere.
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In liimno ’c' aldiis te veranderen, die dan noch by hen van oene uytnnrake met de 
' L T wan: wncrom toch on nuJlen wy iJeder landers ni et met gelijk, ja rneerder recht, 
de ny'.hoemncdtie woerdon van de ' c ’ met onse ' k’ mo gen spellen". This applies 
(‘S.pcc I .'M ly where ' c ' might be mispronounced as / s/ (cf. "mirakel" ) , and "inde 
woorden die wy nlot van de iatljnen, rnaer die sy ende wy van de Grieken ontlenen, 
... als 'Katechismus, KatholIjk, akademie, katarre, klisterie' ende diergelijke"
( p . 2 2 ) .
'"his sd.atemont shows that some writers were already naturalising the spelling 
of loan words, though examples are not overabundant. Van der Jchuere’s "apokope, 
synkope" are influenced by their Greek originals (p.64). Van 11 eule, by contrast, 
spel1s "Syncope, Apocope"; though he frequently refers to Greek, it does not 
seem to have influenced him. -i r
Bredero uses "rekreatie, Kreuiteurs" in 1621, De Ruyter spells "ocktober"
(a compromise?), Hontekoo spells "Madagaska", possibly influenced by his 
al ternative spelling 'adagasker" , Krul (c .164G) uses "inkarnate" ,-cf. Quintijn's 
use of "inkarnadine" in 1629 (recorded by W.N.T.). Plemp evidently considers 
"claer" a loan word (1612,p.33), as he uses 'k-' in all Dutch words, and this 
may also be the reason why Smyters spells "claer" with 'c-', despite his comment 
"zoect dare op kl-ire" in the introduction (see above). Greek ' k’ spellings are 
common in proper names, such as Van Engelen's "Arkadia, Linko, Koriska, Kupido".
Tn Van heule’s first edition he includes an appendix on genders which 
includes several 'k-’ spellings in loan words, for example "Kamelot, Ranker, 
Kaplttel". He was evidently not put off by the fact that certain Dutch words 
were derived from Latin, as he also spells "Kruys" on p.26, and in the list of 
such words in the 1633 edition p.157. A certain amount of indecision surrounds 
this word, as some, like Van Heule, regard it as Dutch enough to talce a ’k-’ 
spelling, e.g. De Decker, Vondel, Luyken. In case it might be thought that all 
who spelt "kruys" merely did so because they adopted a consistent 'k-' spelling 
in all Dutch words, including this amongst many, with the corollary that all 
'k-' spellers spelt "Kruys", this is not so. Stalpasrt Van der Wiele for one, 
who uses 'k-' in all Dutch words, still spells "Cruys" with ’c-'. jlhis is also 
true of Mellema in 1539 and Aerschot in 1766 There are no doubt many others 
between these two extremes. Van den Ende, also a consistent 'k-' spepper.
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' pro fer;: "Cruys" bub has a cross reference "Kruys ziet Cruys".
! I’hP) use of "Cruys" in Aerschot is typical of the Southern conservatism also
‘ displayed by the rotent ion of 'c' in "vocael" in most SoutheT-n grammars, e.g.
Des i?ociios, bouvaort, better sc hi k, Terbrugpen, whereas most later Northern 
gra'onaT'S tended more towards biio use of "vokaal" (tliough Zeylelaar for one uses 
"vocael"). Earlier fpammars au bomat lea 1 ly used 'c' ( e. g.Daf''orne),
One of blie major influences in the tendency to adopt a Dutch spelling for 
foreign words and names was the decision to do so by Vondel around I6 4 4 . After 
this, dal.e he adopted ciuite radical spellings such as "Konstantyn, Kristus (also 
common since Middle Dutch), Kristen, f'erkuur"(possibly influenced by Greek). In 
this he was followed by many of tiie circle of admirers and emulators which 
surrounded iiim (e.g.Anslo), but the move was followed by few grammars apart from
Van der Weyden who accepted *k’ In Greek loans.
Tn the early 1670's Nil Volentlbus specifically rejected such a move. Pels, 
after giving tlie comment quoted above, goes on to say "Doch dit ailes zy gezegd 
van woorden die oorsnronkelyk Nederduitsche of door lang gebruik zulke geworden 
zyn. Den woorden, en voornamelyk den eigenen naamen van andere taalen, laat ik 
hunne letters behouden. Want hoewel ik op het voorgaan van de beste Gchrijvers 
'Eebus', en 'Faeton', zou kunnen spellen, zo zoude ik echter geen weg met 'Sisero,
Seres', en 'Kwintus', weeten, zonder een zeer grooten aanstoot te geeven. Doch
wanneer de naam.en of woorden van andere spraaken de onze geworden zyn, als in 
'Kryn, Kwieryn, Sander', die van 'Quirinus' en 'Alexander' komen, daar zyn \ r j aan 
de 'q' of 'x' niot gebonden: zo schrijft men ook 'tytel, Sater, Dokter' heel wel, 
in plaats van 'tltul. Satyr, Doctor'".
The replacement of 'c' by 'k' in loan words preceded gradually^ and randomly, 
until the turn of the century. In Sewel's dictionary the predominant use is 'c-' 
in loan words, except those which were now naturalised. In accordance with this 
in the 1766 edition Buys amends the original comment c' voor 'k' is by ons 
genoegzaam ongerymd" by adding: "uitgezonderd in woorden die uit andere Taalen en 
byzonder uit het Fransch zyn overgenomen". Sewel himself clearly felt this to be 
self-evident. This reflects the change of mood between 1691 and 1766, when 
Buys felt more need to defend his conservatism.
Fin-ther evidence of the revising spelling is Verwer's use of "Kostuimen", with I
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a Du tel I vnw.il ar, ’-'ell, K.C.P.'s ] i sting of "Kroon" in his appendix of foreign 
word;:, •ilong.ildo ",'Jaoi ttol , Gcanda'J ". Langendijk spells "akcenten" in his poem 
orkurlu:: aan d ' Am, ; l„ • i-doinocho Foe Lon" 171/. none radical than many is Overschie 
In 1 7 1 1 , when alongside "voka.-il" Ir- also spells "kourant, kollaaci-tyd" etc..
Wa; oiiaar, like Vondel, luiiend.s the spel 1 Ing of many foi-eign narr.es, e.g. "Klovis,
FI and i n.;" , though his paral 1 el modernise tlon of "Jakob Fats" did not please ell.
Had lea 1 dismissal of the ' In many words comes front Van Belle and the 
dnooijmos, l)ut Do I lacs Is the complete opposite. He prefers tlie trad'tional 
spelling of ' c ' in loan word s and foreign name;.. Zeydelaai*, howeVer, agrees 
with neither,- In line with his general shunni ng of loan words in general: "Daar 
zljn geen Nedorduitsclie woorden in welke de 'c ' voor 'a,o,u' voorkomt", only 
foreign word.s,- "doch zuRcff^meioorden uit onze Taale verbannen te worden". Thus 
If they wore n^vn' used, the c|U,:stion of how to spell them did not arise. Van
and the dnooij,ites luid wished rattier to adapt such words to D.ttch spelling.
dtijl represents the standard view: 'k' is used "in woorden die wel van enen
ui thecmschen oorsprong zijn, doch door langdnrig, en veelvoudig, gebruik bij ons 
hot bnrgorschap vorkregen hebben"; such as "Kapittel, karnp, kanaal, kist, Icroon, 
vokaal". "Zuiver vreemdo woorden" however, retained their native spelling:"Greta, 
Claudius' etc.. olhui i sprees with this both in his notes in dtijl's grammar and 
in his own later works. Opinion still differed however, on the degree of 
naturalisation needed before 'k' could be adopted; Wolff & Deken use "Orkest" 
and Ctialmot uses "Anekdote" (because of the Greek?).
There now came an end, in t’ueory at least, to the unsettled situation, when 
diegenbeek fixed the spelling: "Men schryve do woorden eener tale met die 
lettcrteekenen, welke in die taal aangenomen zijn, en tot dezelve behooren,... 
terwijl men in vrcemde (woorden) voor zo verre zulks met duidelijkheid 
bestaanbaar i.s, ook vreemde klankteekenen mag bezigen". He differentiates two 
sorts of foreign word: "lo. (die) voor Nederduitsche kunnen gelden.,., 2o.(d:e) 
terstond hunne uitheemsche oorsprong verraden". The second category comprises 
only foreign names, though he does mention the existence of borderline cases. 
Welland's Handwoordenboek complies with this rule: the only words entered with 
'c-' for /k/ under 'O' are "Colosse, Concilie, Corinthe". Other loan words, 
ideally, should adopt Dutch spelling as far as possible, in order to avoid any
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"(11' ta".I pt.-n i nMf;.np;spl van via-t-inde v/oordvormen en
: Hfl i." pi t ; i HT-, ,n ,.[■) tôt r-en bont zaoonwecfoel te 'na/en. .. Er is
,t ''..nlu- :..)(• ,-un;,',j:id g. one rodon, waarom iron de opgegevene woorden niet 
,.ViT'fok,'-.,-î/l;: d 'Il nord oino-i- laie gnu oc',r i .jven". JhLch is a quite progi'ersive 
V i. ' ''w.
'’.Qi’K- 1 bd not agT’oe w l th tlii D^ * l'ecker^  ^ Por example did not wish 'k' to be 
used In loan words. But most ollu-rs accepted the riding, and some were even more 
rs I i col than 3iogcnb,,çk, whose 11,.it of loan woi'ds Is really very limited compared 
to the vast number (>f true loans Ln use at the tiini'. Borne critics thus picked on 
words which he had not mentioned, and i'or which they would prefer a ' k-' spelling. 
Behaegel wrote "dut het moeyelyk is do eenpai'igheyd onder de schryvonde te 
bekomen, zoo lang de 'c', die alle haere regten in nedeimluytsche woorden verloren 
heeft, ni id, gohee’> uy t de zelve verbannen is", giving also "Kabinet, Kapitael" 
e(,c. Bohaegel ' s critic o' Bui ster did no!, wish to go as far as this, and in his 
doordeni I jot gives "cabael, candldaet" etc. as Dutch word-spellings. Willems 
took up ,H moderately radical position: he was in favour of a Dutch spelling for 
loan words, but only for those "voor welke er in het Nederduitsch geene betere 
of cigene benamingen bestaen",- all superfluous loans should be banished, and 
wore thus of no relevance (cf. Zeydelaar).
After diegenbeek is the beginning of the period of uncertainty which lasted 
until the present day, concerning which words should be naturalised, and which 
were still too "foreign". Bilderdijk made many reforms of his own, though there 
was little system to them, and he was seldom consistent. For this he was heavily |
criticised by Carlebur, for example for his varied spellings "octaaf/oktaaf, j
consulaat/konsulaat, conserf/koncerf/konzerf". Carlebur also criticised some of |
Siegenbeek's decisions and unsystematicness,- comparing "karakter, klasse, fiscaal,!
I
procureur; koor,christen" etc.. His own preferences were more conservative, and 
he felt that 'c' should always be preserved in loan words (except, of course, in 
such words as "artikel, diaken"), since most Greek words, in which it was ai'gued |
that 'k' was more original, were in any case borrowed by Dutch via Latin, where 
'c ' was used. Thus the 'c' could be justified in such words, !
Alberdingk Thijm had already voiced his support for a 'k-' spelling in loan |
words, such as "abdikatie", in 1343, and he too was critical of the diegenbeek |
wy/tciii because of its irr-pgul arity. Thus whereas Carlebur critic Lee] Siegenbeek 
I/'T' belnr too radio,il, Thi.jin d id so because he was too conservative. Thijm was 
a l s o  c r i t i c a l  o f  I,ho Do Vries/Te ■/i.nkel reforms in this field, mostly because of 
!,ho! r scare i Ly. Tholr theory was tliat educated people would be familiar with 
I'oj-o i gn spol 1 i ng sys l.oni and vam^d have no difficulty, whereas uneducated people 
would not use foreign words at all 1 This somewtiat oligarchical theory totally 
ignored the vast numbers of originally foreign wotuIs now in normal use in Dutch, 
l)iit retaining some element of their foreign spellings. Their theory is adequate 
for tile 1 ess normal loans, belonging to special jargons etc., but falls down for 
corni.on words. Tlnrv realised that llio main problem was deciding "waar do vreemde 
spell 1 ng ophouden en de Nederl.undsche boglnnen moet",- tlie age-old problem of 
when does a loan word become a Dutch word. This was the cause of tlieir dyadic 
system,- they were guilty rather of drawing the line too much in favour of the 
foreign element, than of underestimating the intelligence or vocabulary of the 
av'vage "uneducated" Dutchman. "Wij hebben gemeend uen stelsel niet te mogen 
aannemen, dat voor zijne eigone toepassing terugdeinst en daarmede zich zelf 
veroordeelt" was their plea in justification: if the ’k-’ spelling could not 
be accepted when applied to all loan words, then it was not desirable to apply 
it to only a few.
One of the several to voice their views on improving the situation in this 
respect was Van lennep, but he had no systematic proposals, merely a few 
olterati^ons such as "kategorie, kommissie, makaronie, akademie, schokolaad" - 
forms which Te Winkel, though realising that such were "spellingen,die de 
uitspraak zeker niet minder juist zouden voorsbellen", felt "op Nederl. wijze 
geschreven, een al te gedrochtelijk voorkomen zouden hebben".
This opinion was not shared by Multatuli, though he was no hard-line radical: 
"Als ik schryf 'produKt, aKKlimatisatie' enz. bedoel ik daarmee niet dat die 
woordeN zoudeN moeteN wordeN geschreveN met *n K, die slechts 'n 0 is met 'n 
stokje, Eigenlyk zou ik moeten stemmen voor C, omdat die makkelyker te schryven 
is, en kleiner. Maar als ik eenmaal een K gezet heb, laat ik die staan"(No .43).
That the conservatism of Te Winkel, however well founded in an attempt to be 
consistent, should have arroused criticism and moves for reform was inevitable. 
Phis came in its strongest form in the Kollewijn movement. It was one of their
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original Vnorstellen that "Tn Bastaardwoorden ... schrijve men ... 'k' in plaats 
van <1d ' '-ki anl:-aandi,i i dondn 'c': ' lokomotief, akteur, aktrice, direkteur,
’.•onhritiui,!. Thn macti on of alarm from many quarters is now well known and 
v.'oll documented (see Van Dieren, Daman, Royen), though it was really an 
overreact Ion, since KcrMewi.jn only w:;;!ied to reform tte spelling of those words 
which wcT’e in regular use in Dutch. However, it was only natural that the reform 
movement siiould have some members wiin were m-ire radical than otilers, and whereas 
t.ho oi'ficial line followed the moderates in not wishing too much at once, the 
cri tics of the reform picked out the more radical elements in an (equally 
s i ncere) attempt to discredit the movement.
Van Dieren was opposed not so much to the radicalism of the reforms but tlieir 
inconsistency: "in de door hen uitgegeven woordenlijst van 112 bladzijden, telde 
ik 73 woorden, die, in tegenspraak met hun ei gen verlarigen, toch een ' c ' moeten 
behouden, daaronder: 'coiffeur, curator, clown, croquetje, coupeur, conservator, 
confrater' enz. Ja waarlijk, het woord 'co^niac' mag zelfs met beide 'c*s blijven 
prijkenl". Tn the chapter on "de door mij gewenschte vereenvoudigingen" he 
writes: "i ijns inziens is het verkèèrd vreemde woorden, die nog niet algemeen 
gebruikt worden, te vornederlandschen door een 'c ' in een 'k',.. te veranderen", 
bit he gives no examples of where he would retain 'c ', or which words he 
considers "nog niet algemeen gebruikt",
vScharten, Dixi, and Van Ginneken also opposed the use of 'k' in foreign words. 
The latter felt that "het met 'k' willen schrijven van 'locomotief, acteur, 
actrice'zelfs, van 'directeur, contributie' enz" was a threat to"de nog steeds 
uitfproeiende algemeeno Europeesche saamhorigheid". What picture he had of this 
unity is difficult to see, as he immediately goes on to say: "Zeker, de 
Duitschers probeeren dat ook hier en daar, vooral in hun hartstochtelijk 
opgedreven nationalisme na den oorlog: maar kunnen wij klein landje ons dat 
veroorloven. En zal immers niets anders uit voortvloeien, dan dat wij 
Noord-Nederlanders nog meer door de groote wereld als gewoon tot Duitschland 
behoorend worden gerekend". Although this feeling, that "small countries cannot 
afford to resist a growing European unity, whereas large countries often think 
they can" is reasonable, one senses an undertone of politics in the statement 
(cf.chap.9, on "thee", & chap. 13).
53.
Thw Kioîjl- cü(!i[)loto answer to Van Ginneken's theories of European unity in 
;p(Mliiip coinns I'rom hi;: majer opnonent Gerlach Royen: "Worden o.a. de Denen, 
horcii, Gweden, i'G nr.en, ougaroii, T.,rM:-len, Llsuers, Polen, Tsjechen, jlovaken, 
h'utheiTon, Hu;;;;f;n, L'rv uu’s., Kî'oaben, Glovenen, dulgaren, Grieken, Albanezen sons 
eok Lot, de D iil.sers go - ekend venwege hun ' k-Lspoll ing? Waar is nu ineens weer de 
' Europeesche saanh, u'i she id ' ; ;ebl • ven? ant on heb europese kontinent is de 
r_':j)e] i.i ri; spoclfiek roman ns, aile ander' - balen "pel 1 en ' k'" ( p. 126f f). And this 
is the (fatal ?) flaw In Van Ginneken's argument,,- his idea of "unity" is to abide 
by blic hat 1 n,''Ro"iance spelling system in oref'erence t,o any other, and it could be 
felt, til at tliere may liavc; ijeen non-or tiingi'apu i cal motives for his tn inking that 
the hronch spelling system w.as innately superior to tie Geruian, After all,
Dutcti is not a Romance language.
Tlie whole cpies-t.ion of how much an "international" word becomes unrecognizable 
to foreigner; wtien it is adapt.ed to the spel 1 ing rules of a particular country, 
is too vast and complex to be treated he^e. Juffice it to say that this is the 
usual argument put forward in favour of not reforming English spelling ("it 
should be pointed out that the suggested changes in spelling would have a most 
unfortunate effect by loosening and obscuring the connection between English and 
Romance and the other Germanic languages",- Axel Wijk in "Regularised English" 
Stockholm 1 0 5 9 ,p.6 3 ), whereas no-one objects to such existing divergences 
between languages ar "prison, prigione","cat, kat, Katze, chatte, gatto","school, 
scuola, école, Bchule, skola","lesson, leçon, Lektion, lezione" etc. etc.,- nor 
do most f’eil to see the connection between these often very different spellings, 
"utside technical jargons, a "European unity" in spelling is often less nearly 
approached than is sometimes claimed.
Van Ginneken once more felt that correct language use and spelling was the 
prerogative of the (well-)educated classes: "Terwijl toch De Vries en Te Winkel 
als cultuurmenschen begrepen, dat de meeste leenwoorden in cultuurkringen worden 
overgenomen, waar men ook de vreemde taal met haar spelling kent, en dus altijd 
om den Regel der Gelijkvormigheid (not in its usual senseî) geneigd is, zoo'n 
cultuurwoord ook in het Nederlandsch zijn vreemde selling te laten behouden, was 
het Kollewijn, die zich instinctmatig altijd eerst in de positie der onbeschaafde 
voor vreemde talen ontoegankelijke groepen indenkt, er maar om te doen, om al die
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op ' ' n /.onna-:;c!t aanpekleedr jnngftheertjes gauw het vreemde pakje uit te trekken,
f-n coll vu I g'l i 1 )Ooou'oeu uit ocht Boll a nd u c h e ohoneti.sche spelling aan te
I Boon"(p.j '/). Much an unegalL l/o-ian idea needs little answer, for Van Ginneken 
■ I,
 ^ 1 V, l.Miiikiup in terms of the ear I y 19th century when there were two classes of 
ccople: the "cul tin-ed" and the "uneduco ted". At such a time his comments would
have had some valldU-y, hut not In age of universal literacy.
Whatever their motivation, tiio arc liant changes left the Te Winkel rule 
iiii.'ict. Hut. just aftoT- the war, in 1947, a government commission was set up to 
i nvosti gate (once more) such spelling,;, eventual 1 y oroLiuclng the Woordenlijst of ' 
1G';4. Tlie in-egul ar i ty of tholr pT'oposals became iiT'overblal , though many of the 
i ncon.s i s tone i es wore due not to negligence or carelessness, but to the following 
of the rule that any word which contained a "foreign sound" should not adopt any 
Dutch spelling for any of its parts. Thus wliereas "konsul" was acceptable,
"consulaIr" retained 'c' because of the un-Dutch '-air' earmarking it as a 
"foreign" word. Gimllarly "kalvinisme" could have 'k', as an accented Dutch 
word, but "Galvijn" as a name, could not, even though it had adopted a Dutch 'ij' i 
However understandable the theory,- and there is considerable justification 
for It, - tlie consequences were totally unacceptable, not only for the apparent ’ 
inconsistency in such word-palrs, but also for the division into 
"voorkeurspelling en toegestane spelling. Als deze twee categorieen waren 
samengevallen met conservatlef en progressief, was het systeem begrijpelijk |
geweest; maar in het ene geval h»eft de moderne spelling de voorkeur, in het 
andere geval de oude. ... De verdeling van het woordmateriaal over 'c' en 'k' is ; 
70 willekeurig dat voortdui’ende oefening (met het woordenboek in de hand) vereist | 
is"(llermkens,51,55)• The results of the commision's decisions could be compared | 
with the other attempt at a "committee spelling" in Dutch, the resolution,s of |
the Hlble translators; in both cases a high degree of inconsistency emerged (the | 
so-called "camel" syndrome).
Paardekoper expressed his dissatisfaction by means of a cautionary fable in 
"Ons Eigen Dlad" Sep.1957. "Voor Galilei was het een eeuwenlange traditie om te 
beweren dat de zon en alle planeten om de aarde draaiden. Helaas was die 
traditie in strijd met de felten. Galilei wees daarop en werd prompt verketterd. 
Was dat in onze dagen gebeurd, dan zou de Minister gezegd hebben:'Kijk, ik
60.
’ 11'l ■ I M t,',T-r, d.'it f r i nvwikc ons nl arm tenu l/'l sol iwee s t.y nd iiuhten mugelijk zijn,
, .,iw ' : LI gf, !'•!, : ou.rrvn ui.evn, liel aiid.-re !iet verve le ride, net
■;i I-)-,,: 1, ;. I, I'l * V'( ■ r 1 'i'n ' ' 1 ’< '.i.mm,'! r'ly'fe r;'■ V'j li 111 f'i t ' Ù0 );; onnn 1 gi in IC/. 1K ga u le
ij.' : ; ' G- -•II (Jn.jr ^-'>n ’'I , ro :■ I En i-;r k.-nm "•nn Vo-ni. i-;, wn kwa'o een
r,;'i’i c i B I .• ' Un'T/'nl i J Î , ' . 1 »' I Hi.t, komnror; i s : U^rkur inr', Venus, u'ratius en
n nl.uuus drnalnri om Jo yon; m M h  under e planeten plus de zon blijven om de aarde 
nraaleti. Fnzyke Ears en Juriilnu' zijn alb'iiel, de meniugen goed, maar de 
'■nini i o reef 1 or bij Mars de voorkeur aan, da I die on de aarde draait en bij 
.luoLLer 1) i j voorkeur om do zon. Ue twee andere s i.andpunten zijn niet fout, als 
ma r kourekwent toegeiiast worden... Hr kwam vo'-zet van sterrekundigen, die 
aandrongen op melt herzl.ening van do 1 terrenl i j st die dichter bij de waarheid zou 
staan. Door de ijzeren logika van de f’elLen bekeerd, vonuen ze een traditie die 
1 eugrris verkond igt, een afsctiuwel I j k onding, on v Jerkond Igden luide, dat het 
oubliek (>oter t:;oo".t worden voorgelIcht,. . , De Utervenli j t  werd herdrukt en gaf 
toen geen kompromis meer, maar de voMediae waarimid. En de drukkers leefden 
lang en gcdukkig". Although the "waarheid" as to the motions of the planets 
cannot be fully equated to a "waarheid" on the choice between ’c ’ and ’k ’, th- 
fable certainly had its telling points.
Considerable nressiu’e was now rising due to the dissatisfaction with this 
situation. Rombouts pressed strongly for the adoption of ’k', as did Verschueren 
in t'ue introduction to his "I-'odern Technisch Woordenboek"(1961, similar comments 
also in earlier editions). Consistency with the Woordenlijst's "akademi, kaktus" 
etc, should give "kado, Kanadees, rnuzikus". This was also a major point in the 
proposals of the V.W.S..
Obviously this confused situation could not continue for long, and a new 
commiüion was set up, publishing its Rapport in 1967. This was much more 
consistent, and also much more radical. "De commissie stelt voor 'k' to spellen; 
dus: 'aktueel, eksoem, fabrikage, fraksie, kakofonie'"etc., with the natural 
exception of totally foreign words such as "cantabile, corpus delicti, credo, 
crème, crêpe", though even here some radicals wished to use 'k'. When the 
Eindvoorstellen appeared in 1969, after some dissatisfaction with the Rapport, a 
certain number of words reverted to their "conservative" spelling, e.g."cycloon, 
cadeau, eau de cologne", though most loans will probably now adopt the 'k' form.
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The M , j  /. 1 ' o!' doci.B'Mjr Milieu is a Ibreign word and wuic’u a native word is 
f ' V e i i  rf'a I .or I'or i hose ords w u c ^  lue palatalised ' c ' precedes 'e, i, y ' ,  By 
l lu'iu very na Lure all idiene inunL, ori gina 1 ly,be loan words, as such palatalisation 
in no I'o.'iLurc of Dutch rdionotic development. Indeed any word which begins with
followed by a vow'-I mu-t be a 1 oan word, for in normal Dutch a historical /s/
always became voiced in this ;ion ' Ld.on, with a few solitary exceptions, usually
w’Ture /fj/ iias developed from / ts/ (e.g."sarnen" v see chnp.l'!). It is thus highly
[irobable that any word pronounced with prevooalic / c/ will always be felt to be
un-Dutch, no matter how frequent its use or how Indispensible its funtion. It 
must not be thought though, that all words in this section are of Romance origin, 
for there Is a small but often controversial group of words adopted from German, 
where they begin with ’z’ (/bs/), e.g. "sieraad" from "Zierat".
Tn those words borrowed in iMddle Dutch from contemporary French, one aspect 
of French phonetic development i.s of vi tal importance for the spelling (and 
pronunciation) of the words in Dutch. It is a feature of several Old French 
dialects that a prepalatal 'c' represented the sound /ts/, with the standard ’s' 
representing /s/. Other dialects, e.g. in Picardy, pronounced these two sounds 
respectively / ts/, /s/ (English 'ch','sh'). Consequently Middle Dutch borrowings, 
where the writer was presented with an un-Dutch sound, be it / ts/,/s/ or 
prevocalic /s/, will reflect any tendency to maintain the original sound in the 
adopted form of the word.
Geveral examples exist of 'ch' occurring in Middle Dutch instead of an original 
French 's’: "chantuarie, chukade, chuker"(= "sanctuaire, sukade, sucre"), which 
may represent a Picardy pronunciation (cf. similarly the very common spellings 
"Prinche" and "chijs", the latter also with the alternative "cijs",e.g. in 
Plantijn), or which may, conversely, be used simply to show the / s/ pronunciation 
where a Dutch reader, for the reasons stated, v/ould tend to pronounce prevocalic 
/s/ as / z/. This may also have been the motivation for such Middle Dutch forms as 
"tsiedse, tsimpel, tsoudier, tsout, metsagier, dantsen" and possibly "peertsch" 
for "paars". Salverda de Grave thinks it also possible that these are hyper- 
correct spellings caused by other words where a Dutch / s/ corresponded to an old 
French word with /ts/ (e.g. "plaats/plaas"); it might thus become standard to
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VU'île French loans with ’ts' even when only /s/ was heard. In suijport of this 
he give:; ( n.255) -r-'V) ■!•?) J exemples of hyper-cor rec t use of ’ c ' instead of 's', 
"weurui t id i Jk t. dat tussen d^ze Fotde tnedeklinkers, zelfs in de eerste période, 
W'diiig V rsctiil in ui lsoraak heshond": e.g. in "baetceleer, cenatuer, cyrnop, 
faiice, I'anceri n, balansce". lloeboke similarly records such alternative spellings 
as "cvnce, cruisse, cruusse, cruse". He also notes tlie sporadic forms "boch, 
vichmaeT-ct, stocvich" which may bo examples of 'ch' for / s/, or may simply have 
h: Cl the ’s’ accidentally omitted from the ’sch’,- the only examples are for words 
normally having ’sch'.
Thus whereas a 'c-' spelling may represent a /ts/ pronunciation, it is by no 
means certain that this is always the case, and an adaption to a more Dutch / 5/ 
pronunciation would not cause a change in the 'c'-spelling, as this would still 
be felt to be French. De Grave gives examples of worci-pairs which may reflect 
such a development;"ceiser, tseiserne; certain, sertain; ciglatoen, singlatoen; 
ciper, siper; cirorgien, /iroergijn; tsollen, solien"; cf. also what are now 
standard Dutch spellings "fatsoen (façon), plaats, rots, caetse" etc, with such 
I'lddle Dutch variants as "fortretse, grimats, palijtse".
The 'c-' spellings thus became established as an accepted spelling for / s/ in 
the Dutch language, as is shown by the hypercorrect 'c-'spellings, though there 
may (originally at least) have often been a parallel pronunciation with /ts/, 
both being spelt with 'c'. That such a situation could exist can be seen from 
the very similar modern situation with the two pronunciations / s/ and / ts/ for 
such words as "natie, polities". This may well have been the cause of the 
widespread use of 'c' in these words in Middle Dutch (see chap.14).
From this acceptance of 'c' in foreign words it was a relatively short step 
to use the 'c' occasionally in ruative Dutch words, though of course this could 
normally only happen when the writer in question pronounced 'c' as / s/. Hoebeke 
gives "hucd',"dicendach (=dinsdag), ducent, ducentech" are recorded by Van Loey, 
who also gives "cheren, chiars" for "'s heren, 's jaars". These last two, as 
distinct from the others, in all probability conceal a /ts/ pronunciation, from 
"des heren, des jaars", otherwise it is difficult to find motivation for 
abandoning a perfectly good and normal Dutch spelling.
It would seem then, that two pronunciations existed for the palatalised 'c',-
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Ihn original /ts/ and the modified, or possibly also original (from later French) 
/s/, and the majority ol‘ the argument on any simplification of the foreign 'c-' 
spelling to a Dutch 's-' spelling automatically centred on how 'c' was pronounced. 
Boii'o slaimcd /s/, some claimed /ts; probably, almost inevitably, both were 
correct, but that has never rirevented argument. The /ts/ pronunciation of ' c' may 
exi^lain its use in "nacie", as mentioned, but it may also explain its adoption in 
the word "cieraad", deriving from Gernan "zierat", and thus having a /ts/ sound. 
Thoîe would probably, for this word, also be influence from "cier" in the phrase 
"goed cier maken", from Fronch "chiere" ( late Latin "ca^’a").
Just as much argument developed as tx3 which if any of the original loan words 
with their foreign spellings were "Dutch enough" to adopt a native spelling, and 
this was aggravated, as suggested above, by the alien nature of prevocalic / s/.
For this reason it is a matter of the greatest relevance for the spelling, which 
pronunciation a given reformer ascribed to the ’c', for no / ts/ pronouncer 
would be aide to countenance a substitution by /s/.
The development of the argument as to the pronunciation of 'c*.
The f'irst pronouncement on the pronunciation of ’c' by Dutch speakers came as 
early as 1523 from Erasmus, though only in their pronunciation of Latin, This will 
probably reflect, a fortiori, the pronunciation in Dutch loan words. He writes; 
"aliud enim sonat Latinis 'c' quum praecedit *e,i,y, ae, oe* quam cum praecedit 
'a,o,uJ ut in 'cereo, cinis, cynicus, coelum, caecus*; aliud in 'canis, colo, & 
euro’o Nam in illis vulgus nostratlum pene nihil discernât inter ’c ’ & 's’, ut 
vix aures diiudicent, 'coena' dicau à ’ coena’ , an ’sene’ a. ' senex’; & utrum 
’silicem’ pro lapide, an ’cilicem’ pro gente". Kooiman (p,66) notes "dit ’bijna’ 
(pene) zal hier wel overbodig zijn", but this need not be the case if Erasmus 
were describing a / ts/ pronunciation for prepalatal ’c ’. There is no reason why 
he should have said "pene" if he did not mean it, as he was by no means a poor 
phonetician (see Caron "Klank en teken"). Especially is this so when he repeats 
his claim, with the same modifcation, a few pages later. Having shown first that 
'k’ is superfluous in Latin,because for ’c’ "eodem fuisse sono, quocunque vocali 
sequente", he claims it is a different matter for Dutch; "atqui supervacanea non 
est si nostrum ’c’ crebro proxime accedit ad vocem ’s’"j~ once more it is not 
exactly the same sound.
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Bill, nJ though it seems likely that Erasmus heard this ' c ' as /tr/, it is not 
,.o v/ith 1 amb'-echt: "ce ... heeft twea crachten te v/eten van ean ’k’, ende dat 
alsso s head veer 'a,o' ni' 'o'; ende van ean 's', ende dat voor ' e ' of ' i '
.. (..-laiide",- t'.iHre Is no dlf < rence for him between 's' and prepalatal 'c'. Kilian 
pr-obably knew both pronunc i al.lons: he lists several words under 'Z' with a cross- 
re:'' rence to 'O', i.ncluding "zieron", whereas other (Dutch) words under ' Z ' have 
a cross-reference bo 'I'. For French loans however he lists several variants with 
spellings, as also for "sieraad". The Twe-spraack explicitly hears / s/:
"wat de ' c ' voor ' e' onde 'I' doet, daec too magh ons do 's' dienen". De Heuiter's 
' " ' c ' .. . hooid,. . . 1 tto.1 ondorscho id,:-, met oro'oaMy comes Into the same category
as Erasmus's argumenl,, though auto-suggestion may olay a part.
"'nfoi'tunately not all were as exol.icit as tiie Twc-s[)raack or Lambrecht. Van 
dor .Ichuei'o noter, rather unhelpful ly, tiiat "De ' c ' in uythernsche woorden ... 
voor ' e, 1 , y ' ko mm en le, ... hél't de '.uuicl'it van 'ce'", Altho'igh this may merely be 
meant to Indicate that It does not represent /k/, he may just as well be suggesting 
the /ts/ pronunciation, as otherwise he would probably have said "de kracht van 
'es'"; this being so it explains why he says"de kracht van 'ce'" and not "van 'c'", 
- it has to be a prepalatal 'c'. Arnpzing compares the pronunciation of pre­
palatal 'c' to it Is "van eene ende de selve uyt-sprake met de 'z'", which
in his svTtem is not / z/ but /ts/ (sep chap. 11) : "'.'ant so spreken wy'cedel' ende 
'zederf, 'cieraed' ende 'zickel' op eene wijse uyt".
Van Heule (l(’33), recording the unvoicing of the /z/ writes that "als naer 
'H,C,D,F,G,H,K,P,S,T,X' eene 'Z ' (volcht) zo wort die als eene '3' of 'C ' 
Bytgesproken". As in the examples of such assimilation (p.7,-the comment is p.143) 
there are none where /ts/ could be the pronunciation represented, it seems 
probable that Van Heule hears no difference between "'3' of 'C '",- he merely adds 
"of ' C " to show that he means the unvoiced pronunciation of 's' as / s/, not as 
the still prevalent use as / z/.
Montanus is in no doubt that he hears /s/; "'Pharao, Psalm, natie, citeren,
Abt' voor 'Faaroo, zalm, naasy, siteeren, apt'"(p.25), and on p.62 where he 
unequivocally states that 'c' is pronounced "als 's'". Hexham agrees with this in j 
his list of pronunciations: "'c' (is pronounced) as 'ce' or 'se', as in the first 
syllable of these words, 'cement, senate'". Although this agrees with Van Heule's '
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rl M : ik;1 vale.'ice oj' ' ' and 'c', Hexham' n statement is not part of what he
1 r ( W i  V I I ] r-"'!'-' hi t'l.
"ho O'- oi'ionh ol" Afpi'-.i to; i o I'onnH oneo ti'ore from l-ei.jtienl is, Homely that 'c' 
"vocr f'cn ' , "H ' ' ' , 'O! ’ roclit von eon 'z' (heeft), als 'cyferen, c Ldderen,
o ' oo.-n' ". Ho too i-iso:-'. Hon /is/, which he this also heæ: for prepalatal 'o'.
I’hi.'pL also t'lo view hold l>y e, i o'e-r I, (see prevl-ois section) : "voor de vocaelen 
'o,i’ on ’y ’ (word 1, ' c ' elosen) -ol i Jet oft ' z ' ". Th : s is too explicit to
he .-'iniH {sioii;: In l.iie way Van Heule ' r. noloeninn on the other hand, does equate 
' c ' with ' :H (/;:/) (s'-e cliap. 11 ). Vkn'Attevolt is a:;ib1 guous: "voor'e,i,y' luydt zlj 
als ' s'" ( l'':d2) , ÎU3 !,oo is Van Heesuahle; "De ' c ' word als 's' uytgesoroken in ... 
'cioruet, c i j f for-en, coder, celle. ColidonIe" (]).43) • Van Jk-lderen has a 
statement similar to Van Attevelt's (Kort'-Cchr i ft-boek,!/). Sew el records the 
ontional ''[lellinv 's' for ore pal a tal ' c ' ( sc ’nelow, , and miust thus riear /s/.
One cause of an'oiguity lies in the phrase "een scherpe 's'". As used by 
Moonon for examtde: "De C nu uitgesprooken als eene scherpe S..." could indicate 
/ts/, -i.e. like / s /  but sharper, or it could simply indicate an /s/ pronunciation 
of 's', as opposed to the still current / z/. Whether Moonen heard / s/ or /ts/ 
for prepalatal 'c' depends thus on the interpretation of "eene scherpe 3". Even 
iiis comment that "De woorden 'cieraet, vercieren, cierlyk', die men van outs met 
eene C schreef, worden voeglyker, naerdien men by den verbasterden klank der C 
niet behoort te blyven, met eene 3 gespelt", is ambiguous: he could mean "let us 
now abandon the / ts/ pronunciation and adopt /s/", but (slightly) more probable 
is that he does hear / s/ in these words, which implies the second interpretation 
of "eene scherpe C",
E.G.P. uses a similar phrase, but here the interpretation is probably the 
opposite:"Dewijl nu de letter C, nu in haere uytspraek den klank niet en geeft, 
die (by exempel) in't woordt 'Kegel' gehoort wordt, maer die men hoort in't woordt 
'Cederboom'; en overzulks tegonwoordig de C niet anders is als een sterke S..,". 
This sounds the same as Moonen, but E.G.P. then goes on "My dunkt dat de C 
eenigsins noodig is om 'celle, cyther, cederhout, cieraet’.., hunne voile kracht 
be geven: want de S schijnt daer toe niet ten vollen bequaem te zijn". This 
would seem to imply the /ts/ pronunciation, though once more another interpret­
ation is possible, that the 's' is Inadequate because it might be mispronounced
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.-i;; /z/; he him se If avnVls the 'z’ as fur UB possible, which may explain his 
■ct,.'III.ion of ' c ' 1.0 ensure the / s/ pronunciation.
■.''on Fa  I. ' -,  a s  m i [Hit be expected from a more expert observer, is not ainbiguous, 
and h!s. car lioars /s/: "onze ' c ' (klinkb) oeveneens ... als onze 's’. ... Hier in 
v o r s c h i  1.1 on w i j  van do Boogdui t s e n  o n  sommige andere volkeren, die de ' c ' 
dubbol-klarikig nitsprooken, naamlijk als bij ons ' Tse' ". He is not influenced by 
n foT-ejgn pronunciation. Overschie uses 'o' with a /ts/ pronunciation however, 
r'.r. "koilaac l.-tyd" from Italian "col lazione" which has /ts/.
bike /'on Fa to, Van belle disagree with such a usage: "C, Q en X zyn enkel 
basterd kLanken,/ Onwnard daar voor eon onibu' Volk te danken;/ Nadien de C ons 
Esse of Ka-geluid... beduid" ( 174:1) ; and "als ' er eene E of I naa volgt ... dan 
liooftze den klank van eene d,6fesse"(1755). In this he may well be influenced by 
Ten Kate, from who he bori'ows occasionally (see chap.7), and who may 'nave 
influenced him in other spellings (cf.chap.13). The opposing view is still held 
by BIncken however: "Den eygen klank van de 'c’ is wat harder dan de 's’, als in 
'vercieren "'(p.12). Pallieu later repeats this comment, and his first part in 
fact shows a great indebtedness to Bincken.
Allliough Ten Kate was not influenced by foreign pronunciations, this is 
probably not true of certain German grammars of Dutxch. Kramer writes: "abcdef. 
Dlese Buchstaben lauten in alien ihren Sylben wie bey uns Hochdeutschen",- i.e.
'c' is pronounced /ts/. Von Moerbeek, the later editor and revisor of Krojner's 
works,records, however, that 'c ' "klingt wie eine 's' oder 'k' (I) wenn 'e,i' und
'y' folgen" (1791). Bolhuis and the Nut works agreed that /s/ was heard, which
now represents the majority opinion.
Bilderdijk presents the usual problem: "De 'c ' is tegenwoordig by ons een 
scherper 's'"(p.5 3 ), by which, to judge from such pairs(in his system)as "koncerf, 
conserf" he moans a normal /s/, though he also spells "konzerf" and *konzonant". 
But the comparative "scherper" might suggest /ts/, so that no conclusion is 
certain. De Sumpel certainly heard /s/ in one word: "men schrijft thans "sieraad", 
omdat de 's' volstrekt beter aan de uitspraak voldoet", though this suggests that 
other words maÿ have had other pronunciations.
The view that prepalatal 'c' was not pronounced the same as the normal / s/ is
still held by Thijm however: "De 'c' voor de 'e' en 'i', werd, zoo lang onze taal
(als taal) heugt, steeds, bij de weinige (vreemde) woorden, waarin zij de
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. l e t l o r g r e o p  a a n v i n g ,  als e e n  z e s r  s c h e r p e  ' s '  u i  b g e s p r o k e n " . T h e  m a j o r i t y  v i e w  
w a s  s h a r e d  h o w e v e r  b y  B o m h o f f ,  T e  W i n k e l  e t c . .  E v e n  E m i t s  a g r e e d  t h a t  ' c '  h a d  
iioon u s e d  " v e e r  o e r i  s c h e r p e  ' s ' ,  a l s  ' c e d e i ' t , c i e r e n ' , i n  d e  p l a a t s  v a n  ' s e d e r t ,  
■ ■ . i e r e n ' " ,  t h o t i j d i  h e  f e l t  t h a i -  n e i t h e r  / k /  n o r  / s /  n o r  / t s /  w e r e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n s  
p r i - i p e r  t o  t l u -  l e t t . e r  ' c  ' ( s e e  c h a p .  3 ) .
Out of all this array of mutually contradictory statements, one very 
sip.ni ficant fact emerges : ignoring statements after c.1730 when the differing 
functions of the lolLers 's' and '%' were well-established, all those who claimed 
that prr'palatal ' c ' was not pronounced the same as 's', namely Kilian, Arnpzing, 
beunenius, ilirinart, E.d.P., and possibly Erasmus, did not use the letter ' z' to 
spell /z/. Consequently f'r them bhe 's' fulfilled both functions,- / s/ and / z/, 
and the 'c ' with its unambif nions prepalabal /s/ pronunciation was indispensible 
for the ir systems. Conversely all tbiose who claimed bhat prepalatal 'c ' was 
indeed pronounced / s/, namely Lambri cht, 'I'we-spraack, Van Heule, Montanus, Sewel, 
Moonen, Ten Kate, Van Belle etc. did use 'z' for / z/ and 's' for /s/, and thus
had no need of a 'c' to indicate an unvoiced p evocalic / s/.
It would thus seem that it was not basically a phonetic difference which led
to the retention of the 'c ' by the first mentioned group, but a deficiency in
their spelling systems caused by the non (or limited) use of ' z ' .  This does not
imply that all those who used 'c-' spellings did not use 'z' in the normal way,
l)ut it seems to hold true for those grammarians who expressed views on the 
subject, and thus showed evidence of having thought ou their system. Nor does 
this imply that those who claimed to hear /ts/ were suffering from auto-sugges- 
Id on.
The development of the spelling.
As outlined in the section on 'c '=/H/ in loan words, there was for a long 
time no tendency to adapt foreign words to Dutch spelling. This is especially 
true for words with a prepalatal 'c', with its un-Dutch sound. This fcr a long 
time was considered the only possible spelling. However, there have always been . 
some who did not agree with this, possibly because of the differing views on the j
pronunciation of this letter (see above), and also the much controversy as to i
which words were or were not naturalised.
Middle Dutch already knew the spellings "sier, sieragie, sieren, tsieren.
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b'/dorrni" for "c i.eragie, c i cron" etc.. Bat it was quickly assumed that such words
"ho'ild have 0 'r-1 "ipolllng, nrnsunnbly by analogy with "goed cier maken", though
fhi.;; i.'wd i;; v'wy nfi.an cpelt "chier" (cf. Prinche). The Exercltiuni uses 
"v.M'i (Li i 1 vl, .-fl (Ut,,;; lBm "cyi'on", tlie Bonciuu used "prinche, verchiert"
" c  i nccsse". Vail (.lor Nerve uses "vercieren" but ,;ive.c it not as a loan
.■erd bul, as the Dutch trunslat,ion of "orneren"; no sibiy he simply meant that 
"V'-rsiocen" was more aci'cntable tlian "orneren", being of Germ.anic stock, rather 
th'in iru'lying that It was actually Dutch. ':'he 'ch' spelling mentioned above is 
also 1‘ound in CoornlicrI.' s introduction to his Officia translation, in "chieraet, 
chi eroli jck".
Kilian montions a new spelling, though he is not its initiator, for he only 
mentions it to reject it: "Zebolle, zedol, zeghe, zie^en, zitteren etc. vide 
Cebolle, cedel, cege, cieren, citteren". This almost certainly indicates the 
/ts/ pronunciation, though not necessarily, fo* the reasons stated above. All 
the other words entered under 'Z' have cross-references to 'd'. He also has 
several cross-references between 's' and 'c', such as "facelen j. faselen; 
cijfken, nijfken". Although the entry "facelen j. faselen" together with "Gijnghel 
,i. senghel" suggest a preference for 's' spellings ( ", j. " is an abbreviation for 
"id est", and refers to the main entry), other entries belie this, for in certain 
words he rejects the alternative with 's-':"sip, sippier vide Cip cippier", and 
most important "sieren vet. j. cieren. ornare Ger. zieren". The 's-' spelling is, 
he claims, already obsolete 1 The rejection of the 's-' alternative supports a 
pronunciation with /ts/, for if he heard this sound he could not approve of the 
's' spelling, being unrepresentative of the sound. This explains why only those 
words have cross-references from 'z' to 'c' and all the others refer to 's-'. Yet 
as usual the evidence is inconclusive and he may merely wish to avoid 
mispronuncW)ion with / z/.
Several of the entries in Kilian were taken from Lambrecht's Naembouck (see 
Intro, to Verdeyen ed.). For example he too recommends "sip z. cip","sieraer 
bç chieraet" ("b." = "beter"). As mentioned above however, Lambrecht definitely 
hears / s/ not /ts/, as he explains in his Nederlandsche Spellijnghe: '"c' voor 
'e' en 'i' veranderd in 's'". This is (unfortunately) not the proposed spelling 
reform it appears to be, but only a comment on the sound. The 'z-' spelling of
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i'ilian i;i also ref lected in some of the usage of Sinon Stevin, who lists "Zier" 
m;! Ml ' - Du fell farm al* I,lie name "C Iron, Chiron" (i'rencli/Greek).
Tiic ;,y,ul,'Mi' of Du euii,.T, Liiough rocogni nIng the [>ronunci ution of prenalatal
'(•> -i:: /':/ 11,, th In ri u \ .nul in D i t c l i ,  , Ll’i'l unos the f.neJling "verch 1er I." ( nee 
;.h' lU. 11.'I Li all r;i an ai'ovi ', f.'f 'cl;'). The Twe-naruack too remarks that 's' 
noiiiu In I,he ry he u.. - -d Car L!i i ' o '  ( sen above), but decides in the end to 
r<;d a i n 'c', because of if:’ necessary areseuce in 'oh'.
O n e  1 nte> o e s f  i rig f e a t u r e  w h i c h  d i v e J o [ ' e d  wa s  i n  w o r n . -  w h e r e  ' ; h e  r e r d . a c ' ‘o e n t  
o f  ' ' b y  ' s '  w a s  u n a v o  i l i a b l e .  T i l l s ,  i s  n a r a d l e l  t o  Ltia c a s e  o f  " m i r a k e l "  m e n t i o n e d
•vi 'O' -e,  a n d  c o n c e r n s  w o i ' d s  s u c h  s n  " p r i n c e . ,  c r u y c e " .  ' d i e n  I t i e  f  i n a i  ' - e '  w a s  
b ’l g p e d ,  t h e  w r l i - e r s  f o u n d  L h o i n s e l v e s  o b l i g e d  t o  s p e . l  1 " p r I n s ,  c r u y s " ,  d e v i a t i n g  
fi-ai ' i  (,'ue f o r e i g n  s p e ]  ] i n g  i n  o r d e r  Lo i -e L o i n  t t i e  / ' . ■ /  r r r o n u r i c  i a ‘«ion. T h i s  
I ' , : . a  I Lad i n  a  s o t d d  i n g  e h  a n g e  i n  t l i e  i n f l e c t e t i  f o r m s  o n  a  p a r  w i t h  t h e  c h a n g e  o f  
' - t / - d e ' ,  . V a n  h e u l e  ( l b 2 a , p . 2 f )  w r l b e , s  t h a t  " K r u y s  . . .  h e e f t  i n  d e n  B a e r e r
. . .  b r u y c e s " . T h i s  h a d  i i e e n  u s e d  ]>y l - ie . l Je ma  i n  h i s  d i c t i o n a r y ,  a n d  l a t e r  b y  
l e v i u : ' . , L o d e n s t e ^ n i  a n d  n o  d o u b t  m a n y  o t h e r s .  T h e  o n l y  o t h e r  g r a m m a r i a n  t o  c o m m e n t  
o n  t h i s  c h a n g e  i s  P l e m p ,  w h o  o b s e r v e s  t h a t  " w i j  v a n  ' F r i n s ' ,  e n  ' k r u i s ' ' F r i n c e n '  
e n  ' k r u i c e n '  m a k e n d e ,  ' s '  i n  ' c ' v e r a n d e r e n " .  No g r a m m a r  e n t e r e d  s u c h  a  c h a n g e
i n  ; m y  s e c t i o n  o n  l e t t e r  c h a n g e d  s u c h  a s  ' - t / - d e ,  - f / - v e ' e t c .
De Hubert was one of i-he flrsl« to renew popula ity for the 'z-' spelling 
mentioned by Kilian. He hi iself uses ' c ' in Dutch only in 'ck, ch' & 'sch', but 
as he uses 'z' for /s/ and 's' for / z/ he decides to apply the 'z' also to 
prenalatal 'c': "De letter 'z' hebbe ik gebruikt voor eene dubbele 'ss' (i.e. /s/) 
... De Hoog-duiitzen leeren ons, hoe v/il die behooren te gebruiken; so spellen 
sii 'zierlick' met 'z', ende 'sieden' met 's', welke twee woorden wii ook in onse 
tale gebruiken, ende so als de Hoog-duijtzen uiitspreken". Does he mean by this 
the German / ts/ pronounciation? - this would make his statement somewhat 
contradictory. Note that this brings him into line with those mentioned above 
who do not use 's' and ' z' in the standEird way (/s/,/z/ respectively).
The next two deviations from the main-stream 'c-' spelling also come from this 
group, - Arnpzing and Leupenius. As noted above, and in chap.11, both these, 
together wi.th De Hubert, use the ' z' and 's' as it were "reversed". This system 
precludes any possibility of an 's-' spelling for prepalatal 'c-', but invites
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l,',o or 'z-‘ Vihich L8 thus of the same motivation as the 's-' spelling used by
other... i: ibo-‘(, ir-o;: "zierat'*, Amnzing uses the ’z’ in any words in coiiLion
j ee : "I!< vr.a,' ;e ook, w.'ic! i -oix wyh;od('l', onde 'cieraed', met eene ’c ’  ^ end'e 'zedert', 
<avic ' zickel ' met eene of to n.aer het gevoolen van hun die de 's’ scherp
■I i t'-prekeii, 'sedert', ( nde 'sdckol', met eene ' - ' schr t ivon: ende waerom wy niet 
' zed el' ) ende ' zioraod ' met e.-ne ' , of to ' sodel', ende 'sioraed' mot eene 's’, 
ende 'cedertd ende 'cickel', met ea ne ' c ’ :’pellen. ... (mnur) niet ' ZizerOjZosar,
... Zo7*eoeni o,. .. Z i vet, konzienzle, konzent' " these words are apparently still 
felt 1.0 be 1.00 foreign. The gist or this i.s that he considers any of the three 
soei1 i ngs ncceptable,i.e. 's-', 'c-', *z-', but wishes that it should be applied
wi th consistency. This implies as /s/ pronunciation rattier than /ts/.
leupenius argues along simil.ar lines, but prefers above all other
oi'tion.s: "voor con 'o’, en ’ i ' , (heeft 'c') de kr.goht V'ln een '%', als 'cyferen', 
'cidt’oren', (ci'Ton’", Those should, in IrLs system, become "zioren" etc., as he 
uses foT- exsrple on p.2d-9. This is the I'lst to be heard of this and similar 
proposals, and no other gramiU'rian argues for it; though some use related forms, 
without comment. Binnart and E.G.P., the others of the group mentioned above, 
i)oth opt for the 'c-' spelling. Binnart could not adopt ’z' for these words as 
he avoided the letter altogether. The majority of "'s’ for / z/ spellers used 
’c-’ ih the traditional way.
De Rujd^er, as representative of contemporary less-regular usage, often uses 
's’ in loan words, e.g. "prynsepael", though often also ’ts’, e.g. "geavantseert". !
Me even uses a hypercorrect 'c’ in Dutch words, e.g. "cedert (cf. Ampzing)", and 1
I
in loans, e.g. "cekonde". Sometimes it is not even before a palatal vowel, as in [ 
"clakke, cloep"(= slakke, sloep) i This is illustrative of the fact that / s/ was 
often held to be the basic pronunciation of ’c’, simply because so many words j
with ’c ’ used for /k/ had adopted 'k', leaving only ’c’ -  / s /  (see for example f
the comments of E.G.P. given earlier). Jan de Witt, as an example of educated |
extra-grammatical usage, regularly has ’c ’: "avanceren, concepten" etc., as would ■
be expected from one with an excellent knowledge of French. Radical (or !
1
uneducated?) spellings with 's' must have been known before this time, as 
Dafforne, after giving several words with 'c' before ’e,i,y’, warns that "Deze 
Woorden en moeten met 's’ niet geschreven zyn, maer met ’c ’"(p.9 4 ).
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One spelling practice which became more common at this time, and was to 
In use for a long firno, was the use of 'g', o. in "gieraad". This is 
nrobably in etnnl -i ti on t>f“ I he 'ù'onch usage, though it lias some curious implications. 
A s  the o : i ( >  of 1 ho ' g ' before a ;data] i.p totally unnecessary, it would suggest 
T ie  I. I,h, ' wri t,ers who u s e d  it in these words were trying to prevent a possible 
misr-ronunciation with /k/i There can be little other explanation short of mere 
exhi bi Id onism,- h desire to show a close fsiiiil iarity with French,- or an utter 
ignorance of the ti-ue (normal) function of the ’g’. Both these are incompatible 
wiih the eminence of the users, and tlie first explanation must be the more 
orobable. Although it is tempting to see a differentiation of use between 
ore palatal 'c' and prejialatal ' g ' wiien a given -writer uses both in different 
words (e.g. the 'c' for /s/, the 'g’ for /ts/), the total irregularity and lack 
of consistency rules this out as a general promisse, though it may be valid in 
some cases.
The first example noted comes from the end of the preceding century, from 
oimon van Beaumont, and,in the earlier years of the 17th century, from Van der 
Vorine ( "vergier t" ). Of the major users, more influential than either of these 
were Cats and hooft. In his Spaens Heydinnetje the former regularly uses such 
swellings as "Constange, medegijn, gieraet", and Hooft has "gieraeden" in his 
Gedichten (e.g. Ibid p.316). To show for just how long a period this practice 
was common, suffice it to mention that Langendijk still uses it in 1721:"Tragyns, 
Kagedoonsche, gieraaden", alongside "Alcione, Ceix, Cezar", even in the same 
line: "Een krans van graan giert Ceres ’t hoofd"(p.23); and that Zeydelasi is 
still attracted to the spelling in 1772 (see below). Vondel also used ’g’,e.g. 
in the "Olyftak", and so did Krul, Later users include Van Yk (1697), Rusting 
(1 6 9 9 ), Van Alkemade (1713 only, his other works have "sieraad" and ’c-*forms). 
Winschooten also discusses the use of 'g'(see below).
In most of these cases it is undoubtedly the hand of the printer which is 
responsible for the use of 'g*, rather than the choice of the writer. In the 
mid 13th century Des Roches gives the pronunciation of ’c’ as 's',- presumably 
to avoid confusion with 'c'=/k/, and this does not imply a use of 'g' in spelling. 
However Holtrop still felt it necessary to criticise such a usage in 1783 as 
superfluous. The hardiness of the '9 ' may have been a Southern phenomenon, e.g.
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l,ho 1:120 ndlLi.on of Binckon has ’g' in the comment quoted above, where the
VrTl a n d  in kerned late editions liavo 'c',
’.vhllaL Idiese minor variants d 'g— ’ were r I sing and falling, the battle
betwo u 'c-' -md 's-' continued unabated. Van ileule retains *c’ in loan words 
(01 jr., Cieron, Cijferen, Cingolen, Cirkelen, Cieraet), as did the Bible 
translators: "C 2. ’c’ ante 'e' et bP liquiscens ... ut 'circkel, cieren, 
vercieren'". Around l6/,7«. one Impetus for change c o m e  from Vondel's decision to 
naturali ze foreign words and names as far as possible. This caused the use of 
in "Cezar", but did not cause any replacement of prepalatal 'c', such words 
remaining as "Cicero, Cezar" etc. Several ordinary words (i.e. not names) however 
did adopt a more Dutch spelling, such as "siment, sirkel". Hooft also used the 
latter, as well as "goode si ere", though his earlier works almost invariably have 
'c', as in "cieraedt, Princen (Prins), Prophecijen" in Achilles,1614.
It may well have been the r-sult of such reforms amongst the followers of 
Hooft (and Vondel) tiu t Van den Ende is so earnest in his defence of 'c':"Nota 
C. Zommige willon de letter 'c' uyt onze taal bannen, doch 't is tegens reden, 
wie kan 'cieraad, cierlijk, vercieren, cingel, omcingelen' &c spellen, zonder 't 
geluyd op 'c'? h 1er en zoud' men immers geen ke mogen gebruyken", and his 
entries corresr-.ond Ingly retain 'c-'. It is strange that the idea of using 's' 
did not occur to him, though this probably implies that he heard /ts/. Pels and
nil Volentibus were of much the same opinion; "ik (zoude) echter geen weg met
'Sisero, Seres'... weoten" (Pels).
Usage during the latter half of this century was predominantly with 'c', 
though the use of 's’ in "sieren, sieraad" was spreading. Users of the latter 
include Luyken, Meijer and Winschooten. Meijer also includes the less common 
spelling "citteren ... waar voor nu in gebruik is 'sidderen'", the former clearly 
showing its German origin. Not all felt "sieren" to be Dutch however,- Laconis, 
after commenting that 'c' only appears before 'k* or 'h' adds "Intellige in pure 
teutonicis; quale ideo non existimo verbum 'cieren', cum compositis suis & !
derivatis", |
I
Winschooten actually objected strongly to the inconsistency of using pro- '
palatal 'c' in loan words, and replacing all other 'c' spellings with 'k'; "het |
eene woord te schrijven met een C, als'er een A, of 0, of U, volgd: wat is dat 1
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and OT-s, a Lu oen klaare saak do nr veele ornwoegen te verduLnteron, en den oorspronk 
(b-r- wonrb.>: ic vta'b o: tar-'Ui". -''oi' cdwlou.sly " I'oreign" words lie would thus prefer
a cons, i aient and 1 i n,;, ei tlier all with *n-' or with 'k-/s-' where appropriate; 
hia. d Lt: C,1 otiar-y ahowa. that, hi a own I n d  i nation la to preserve 'o-'.
H(' üiakea. an exception Tor ";;iorlijk, siorael" (" sieraad" is not listed),"goede 
sier niaaken", although lie realised that the use of 's’ here was still too radical 
for some: "onr. dunkt, dat wJ j i.emand sien gaapen, die ona teegenwerpen sal, het 
(Mik.'nde woord ’gloren', want dat be schrijven met een d, dat soude hi j hem een 
dood sonde sijn... h.ij i>ovinden dan, dat dit woord vuornaamendlijk op 
vi order hand en wi j son gospcld word". These four ’ principle" way. (what are the 
other:;?) are "chi er, cier/gior, zier, sier", though "chier, zier" were by now not 
in v e r y widespread use. "Chier" was unacceptable because the 'ch' was "al te 
hal'd" ,-i. c, the normal /ch/ ^ound was not tieard ; "Cier" was wrong because the 
basic sound of ’c' was /k/, the / s/ being a corruption, and "gi er", "quansuis op 
sijn frans" was. no better, unless to show a  ' z' pronunciation, viz. / ts/ in his 
system. In the end he decided that "sier" or "zier" was best, dependant on the 
individual writers' use of these two letters. His own system, avoiding 
prescribed "si'.rlijk" etc..
ilore radical is Van Helderen, in his Spelkonst of the same year (1633):"voor 
'ce, ci, cy' behoort men te schryven 'se, si, sy',.. 'C ' behoort men in Neerduits 
niet te schrijven dan tusschen een 's' en een 'h'"- he actiÆly wishes to use the 
's-' spellings. The comment given by Kuyjner is ambiguous: "de C staande voor de 
Vocalen E en I wort genomen als S,- Ceres, Gederboom,CidJeren ... of Seres, 
Gederboom, Sidderen...", but a similar comment by Celliers is not: "In de Zyllaben 
daar de 'c' voor eon 'e' ofte 'i' komt te staan, speld of spreekt men de 'o' 
gelyk een 's', Als: Cicero, Ceremonie, Celinder, leest aldus Sisero, Seremonie,
GeUnder",- n.l.. they can also be spelt with 's-'.
Certainly there must have been a significant number of people who, like these 
just mentioned or even more radical, adopted the 's’ in any word in frequent use 
in Dutch, for Sewel felt obliged to condemn these forms in his dictionary and 
Guide; "... but now ('c') is almost rejected, onely in some few words it remains 
still in use, as 'Ceel, cieraad, ciersel, cyfer'; which yet some will spell 'Seel, 
sieraad, siersel, syfer'". Later editions repeat this, inserting translations for
74.
I %. nxur'plc;;, l)ut not, adopting this "new" spelling in the dictionary entries. In 
i.h ' 1704 1 i r fi .urn-y, in the Dutch section, he adds a note (alrioat certainly 
r.ui • iri,; lu "unnun, se<.; helnw): "Goimiuge schryven ' sieren, sieraad' enz., en men 
’••'O or n’rd ''O'-l be gen ze;; en, dan dat 'cieraad ’ ruyin zo ciej-lyk schynt, of ten 
I n.d.en r i et erg(?r, on nieest gebruykelyk in". Buys, in 1766, Inserts a single 
telling word at tiie end: "gew^ost" 1
iloogstraton vas of m ich Hie same onini f.rt as .lewel, t'aougii he allowed "sieren" 
en the example of ’[neft: "De letter C (dient) naeulijx ergens toe ... dan (in CH), 
... behoudons dat men nugii eon i ge woorden uitzondere, die, om het ingewortelde 
gebruik wat, t.en will e to zijn, llefst met een C, schoon anderen hier een S of K 
gobruikon, will en geschreven zijn: als 'ceder, celle, ciment, cImbel, cingel, 
cirkel, citroen, civet, cypres' en weinlge rneer". The only reason for not using 
' ;d here was tradition. Kylob* agreed with this: "In deeze volgende woorden 'Cesar, 
Cicero, Cyprus, Coder, Cypres, Oceaan, Cichorei', en enigo andere, uit het 
I’.rloksch of latyn oorsnronkelyk is de ' c' niet te verwerpen. Doch ' sieraat, 
sieren, vorsieren', ' s bet'-r met eon 's'". E.G.P. retains 'c' even in "cieraet".
In 1706 however, an apparently completely new spelling appears. This comes 
fro'’) I'oonen, who, basi ng his theory on the undeniable fact that Latin prepalatal 
'c' was originally pronounced / k / ,  as shown by Greek transcriptions of Latin 
names, Mooted the idea that 'k' should be used in all words of Latin provenance 
which had originally had /k/, and naturally also Greek and Hebrew words with / k /  
that had "become" /s/ on their way to Dutch via Latin. Words which did not have 
an original / k /  could use 's'. A concession to usage allows 'c' to be retained in 
purely Latin words, but "de woorden 'cieraet, vercieren, cierlyk', die men van 
outs met eene C schreef, worden voeglyker, naerdien men by den verbasterden klank 
der C niet behoort te blyven, met eene S gespelt; gelyk van den Drost Hooft 
geochiedt; als 'Sieraet, versieren, sierlyk'. En deezen voet moet men houden in 
iiet schryven van'Sedel' voor 'Cedel', on van 'Syferl voor 'Cyfer', als uit 
andere taalen, en van 'Schedule' en 'Sifra' afkomstigh.
"Alls andere woorden, van Latynschen oirsprong, en met een C beginnende, als 
'Celle, cippier, cyns, cingel, cirkel', Moogen (1) met de C onder de Nederlanders 
ook geschreven worden; terwyl weder andere, uit het Grieksch oirsprongkelyk, 
schoon zy van de Latynen de C ontfangen, by ons hunne erfelyke K nootwendigh moeten
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hohouden; als In 'keder, kibnri, klchoroi, kypres' en andere.
"Do uigu.no namen, d i o uit, het Hebreeuuch of Grieksch afkonstlgh zyn, behooren 
ook 'nul, K go.'uielt. be worden, schoon in tieb Latyn met een C geschreeven; als 
' Karen ; Kyruu, ' efa':, Kyprus, Kyenins "'( p. 1,9). The implication of all this is 
that such word,”, should also be pronounced with /k/l
Such a suggestion was bound to cause argumenl:,. Fir t however there appeared 
a pamphlet "De spelling van Moonen in eenen brief verdedigt door P.H.P."presumably 
the future editor of the Roekzaol P.Poeraet (M.G. identifies him thus already in 
1712). Tills did not got a very favorable review in tiie contemporary Boekzaal by 
the then editor Van Gaveren: "Dat men de C in 'Cesar, Cicero, Ceder, Cypres, 
Oceaan, Cichorei', niet zou mogen verwerpen, en de K vooren inlasschen, om de 
iiardLgheit der uitspraake, is, naar 't oordeel van den Gchryver, van kleen of 
geen belang; want de harde spraakklank aet onze taale somtyts groote deftigheit 
by". A new supporting argument is also introduced; "De Grieken vertaalen 'Cicero' 
door 'Kikoroon', waarom ook wy niet door 'Kikero'. Immers wy zeggen wel 'Kelder, 
Kerse, Kist'; en of deeze woorden niet zyn afgeleidt van de Latynsche 'Celia, 
Gerasiun, Cista', werpt de schryer (P.H.P.) eens op als een balletje van 
gissinge". This acknowledged development is supposed to justify a revision in 
the pronunciation of 'c '=/s/ to /k/.
The next to criticise this 'k' spelling, after Sewel's "Aanmerkingen op het 
boekje genaamd de spelling van A.Moonen verdeedigd" of 1703 (cf. Boekzaal 1703a, 
556), was Nyloe, who added a special "Vervolg" in the 2nd edition of his work, 
specifically to answer P.ÎI.P.. On this spelling in particular he writes "Dit 
moet ik hier noch by voegen, want meer over de spellings der letteren te schryven 
verveelt my; de reden waarom ik 'Cesar, Cicero, Cypres, Oceaan, cibori, ceder, 
celle, citer, Cyrus', enz. met een 'c', en niet met een 'k' schryve ... is deze, 
omdat het ongewone geluit der 'k' in deze woorden de meeste oren verveelt, ja die 
dikvyls onverstaanbaar maakt,... want schoon deze woorden volgens hjtnne oorsprong
ene 'k' vereischen, zo is'er echter de 'c' door het langdurig gebruik onder ons
eigen aan geworden, en daarom zo ligt niet te verwerpen".
Van Hoogstraten, a supporter of Moonen in many spellings, could not accept
this ruling of his: "Zeker Moonen (l), die dit ('c' becoming 'k') zoo stip heeft 
willen nemen, in de woorden van Griexe afkomst, dewyl de Grieken van geene C
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v.".'(,on, hfoft ;iul,l-el navolgern gehadt, om dat hot gebruik by ons dat niet heeft
will un too]-I l.un" ( 17;-3, n. , 5 0 ). Further extensive criticism, later on, comes from
V.-.n H.el le, Do Hues and Zoydolaar.
Van : o]1f' rejects tho ' k’ s.pcl.li.ng in general, although he admits that it, 
"indien ho t, genoegzaame navo] gors onder tleleorden en Ongeleerden vonde, zou 
misschiion nut weezen, doch dewyl men byna non it geschreeven vind 'Feeder, Kipores, 
Okeaan, Ktkero', enz: maar schier altoos 'Ceeder, Cypres, Oceaan, Cicero', enz. 
die men ul tspreekt 'Seeder, Si ores, Oseaan, Sisero' enz: zo is 't best dezelve 
woorden ni'^ t met K, noch ook met C (wyl bet tog vast gaat dat de Neederlanders 
die niet behooren to gebruiken) maar met S t,e spellen. F.n waarom ook, by 
voo”beeld, zowel niot 'Sisero'... met S gespeld als 'Sisera'(-the biblical name)? 
... Indien de Neederlanders ook gehou'enwaaren'Fikero' enz. te spellen, zo waare 
hen nc-'odlg het Grieks (en wie weot lioe veele andere Taalen meer, daar- eenige in 
hot Needordui ts gebruikelyke woorden van oorsnrongklyk zyn) eerst te leeren, om 
hunrr^  ei"one Moeders-taal wel te kunnen spellen en spreeken; 't geen ondoenlyk, 
on derhfllven onredelyk is hun te vergen.
"'Ik geloof evenwel (dus zelde onlangs een hoog geleerd Heer tot my) dat alio 
Taalen van de Waereld verwantschap met malkander hebben; en dit zo z^ vnde, moet
volgen, dat men, om zulks te erkennen, is ' t niet met de K, 'Kikero', ten ininste
met de C, 'Cicero' spelle, maar nimmermeer met de S'.
"Doch ik voor my geloof niet slegs, maar weet zeeker, dat alle mensen, van 
Adams of Noags wege, verwantschap met malkander hebben; en nogtans is die 
-vrindschap zo oud en ver, dut wy, Hollanders, geene of beuzelachtige réden hebben 
om, by voorbeeld, na te gaan, of wy van Sem, Cham of Jafet (Noags Zoonen) 
herkornstig zyn. ... Indien wy al na den oorsprong van eenig woord willen vraagen, 
zo zullen wy beeter te recht komen by onzer Taale nog leevende Moeder, de 
Hoogduitse Taal, dan by de zaalige meer-dan-bet-oude Overgrootmoeder de Hebreeuwse 
Taal, of by de al lang overleedene Muijen of Nigten (wat waaren ze?) de 
Criekse of Latynse Taal"(p.2-3,1743).
Several interesting points arise from this; his comment on the need to know 
other languages in order to spell Dutch correctly could have been fruitfully read 
by many later theorists; he dared to suggest that Dutch was only a distant 
relative of Latin, and should not copy its spelling habits; but more important,
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fiu is the flr.it 1,0 suggoot the regular use of 's' instead of ' c ' in foreign names. 
This is much '"ruui ruuic-u Lhnn any predecessor. ,
cy coHinar iu’on De Does' , rcpml ly extensive criticism is very tame, though none 
I.h'.' less v;,'ii(i. ho goes thrniigh the various spellings sugy sted by i^oonen and 
i.:u al i date;, each (or mosi) of b'uerri; "sodel" from " scliedula"most Latin words 
w i 111 'sc-' were pronounced In Dutch with / sch-/, thus jk-his -;ord should really be
spelt " ichedel", resulting In confusion wItii "die kruln van het hoofd"; "syfer"
froi'i "si I'r a"-"doc 11 in wolke tale dat woord, aldus ge speld, gevonden word, is my 
tot no g toe onbokend" (it ts in fact Arabic, but, as De Hues p'ints out, it is not 
sped t "s I fra" '), etc., etc.. he even afy es with Sewel that ' c ' is "cierlyk" in 
"cieraed" etc. , liecause of the older and better esl,ablished usage. De Haes’s 
arguments, and usage were later admired by the "Kunst" grammar of 1770.
The fact that Greek spelt Latin words with 'k' was irrelevant as far as De 
haes could see: "Do Grieken ontboren de 'c', maer wy niet; waerom zouden wy ons 
dan erfgenamen toonen van de behoefte der Grieken, daer wy in de ruimte kunnen 
levon". Zeydebair rejects ' k' In loan words, but then he rejects loan words in
general: "zulke woorden behoorden uit onze Taale vorbannen te worden". Holtrop
too mentions Moonen's "Keder" spelling, and rejects it.
Tt would seem then that Moonen had no followers in this respect, except for 
Poeraet. Only two other writers hinted at the use of /k/ or 'k', one of whom was ;
i
just as much condemned by his contemporaries as Moonen. This was Van Daele,early ! 
in the 19th century, who argued that 'c ' and 'k' were identical, and could be 
interchanged. De Simpel voices the opposition to this when he feels that "Het \ 
zoude eene angstvallige kieshoid, of eigenzinnigheid zijn van met een Vandaele f 
'Kikero' voor 'Cicero' te schrijven en uit te spreken"(n.b.). The other 
reference came from Kramer's grammar's reviser, this time writing in his own 
work (Von Moerbeek, 1791): "(c) klingt wie eine 's' oder ' k' wenn ' e, i', und 
'y' folgen".
Majority opnion ignored Moonen's unworkable suggestion, continuing to use 
'c-', with a fairly widespread use of 's' in "sieraad". Other 's' spellings 
occur haphazardly, "Prinses" for example being very common, probably by analogy 
with "Prins", and the Boekzaal had "Desember" for one year only in 1716, after 
which it reverted to "December", presumably under the weight of public opinion.
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G.’ I';: révision of I,a G,rue' n grgüiiiïiar in 1719, echoing thin tendency, writes.*
" '•' •■■•I, i nu ti 1 e U U  I'ol ' .•mdolu, lorsqu'il se prononce comme 'kl, ou comme 's',
l'on : ,or t orliilu l s'u loiit de eue deux lettres a'i-lleu du 'c'. Quelques-uns
tfv.î.ut'ni r” I ieuuent lu '--l dans les mots qui se prononcent comme 's', lorsqi'lls 
i, ;i',riuu I. du lut; II, ou du kraiigui;, comiiu dues ces mots: ' cedel' cédud.e; 'coder'
(•'■di'u; ' c ui'iun t ' clmeritq ' c*u uiuori i u ' ciu-umom e; ' ci troen ' c i. tron ; 'civet' civette;
'uyi'ur' c'ill’ru; ' cyns' cun,:, redevance; ' cy l.ur ' sltre; 'inedecyn' médecin;'cieraad' 
ornai lori tl " thus als.o for "cieraad" in line v l th '-euel ' s perssonal uy s t,em, The 
ui^.lnul T„'i drue coimiu-uit (I'd.j; foi- c ompar i son, is co'-ipl < ■ tely oiffe”ent, dating 
th'it "II y en a qui voilent bannir le ' c ' de notre langue, mais cela ne se peut
bi on faire",... because of the need for 'c ' in 'ch' and 'sch'.
donewha b similar l.o I he dew el/la Grue statement is the entry in J  .C .0 (uno.l ' s 
gra'mnar of 1741: "Das 'c' 1st unnhtzllch in der Hollandi.scher Sprache, well man 
es als oin 'k' odur ausspricht, und man budieut sich auch dieser beyden
"uchstaben, wenn man das ' c' gebrauchen solte. Einige belialten das ' c' in denen 
V/ortern, welche aus dem Lnteinischen oder Frantz?* si sc hen ihren Ursprurig haben, als 
In denen Wortern: 'Cedel* Zettul; 'Ceder' Ceder; 'Cement' Gips, Kalk; 'Ceremonie' 
eine feyerliche gewohnheit; 'Citroen' Citrone; 'Cyffer' Ziffer; 'Corns' Zins;
'Cyter' Zltter, musicalischi instrument; 'Medecyn' Artzeney; 'Cieraat' Zierath". 
Rather than merely being similar, this is obviously a direct translation of Sewel/ 
La Grue, with substitution of German meanings as appropriate. In fact on closer 
exa'nlnation the entire book of Cuno is nothing more than a translation of Sewel/
La Grue, v/ith almost identical spelling, even down to the irregularities and 
misprints of the original I There are also not a few mis-translations (see other 
chapters). The only alteration he carries out is the use of German parallels 
instead of Sewel's French.
This may not be thought remarkable, as plagiarism was not so great a crime in 
chose times, but it is indeed surprising when the reader has just seen what Cuno 
has to say on his new work: "Der Verfasser ... hat dem Ansehen nach dem bekanten 
Sprach-Ktlnster MATTHIAS KRAMERN gefolget. Doch hat er in der That, bessere 
Dienste als jener gethan"i Apart from not being inordinately modest, which is 
quite normal when advertising ones own book, he fails to mention his true source. 
Possibly he felt that as only French people would read Sewel/La Grue, and only
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Gnrmans his own work, nobody would notice the resemblance, (Cuno was a German 
mercenary who resided in Amsterdam for a couple of years 1740-2, working as 
proof reader ho one of thr; printers, possibly Z.Romberg who printed his work.)
Tn mi d-conl,ury uhutz was prepared bo accept 's' in "versieren" (alongside 
"vercieren"- ho hliink up) , but not in others: "doze spoiling met 's' word by 
somnige, die geen liefhebbers van de 'c' in onze Taal zyn, ook in andere woorden 
in acht genoomen, schryvende 'syff^r, syfforkunst' enz.". he would not accept 
anyb’ulng ir.rh ' c' in "oceaan, cingel"etc. . Dos Roches, however, felt ' c' to be 
aiimi s.;-. 1 bi e in wha h he considered "de ee nigs be onregte Vlaemsche woorden, die met 
eene 'c' geschreeven moeten z%vn",- nar.iely "cior ( aed), "als ook een 'Cyeken', 
zekeren vogo1 ".
Another radical proposal for the replacement of ’c' in loan words came in the 
Snoeljmes of c.1 7 6 0 , where the anonymous writer asks "wat gaet de afkomste van 
die vrr omde woorden de Vlamingen aen?",- the avoidance of 'c' forming part of a 
radical system also ainulishlng 'ph, qu, x'. He opts, however, not always for 's', 
but also for "verzieren" with 'z'; this is a little strange as he otherwise makes 
a normal use of 's/z'. Ha'l the influence of Dutch phonetics caused the prevocalic 
/s/ to become /z/? It is certainly used in the sense of "opschikken"(see chap.9).
Zoydelaar, who, as mentioned above, opposed Moonen’s 'k-' spellings, chose 
for himself 'c': "met 'c' schrijv' ik de volgende woorden: 'Cedel, céder, cel, 
ciment,... cier, cieraad, cierlijk'. 'vercieren' spell' ik met 'c', niet met 's', 
om dat't betékent opschikken. Maar met 'z' schrijv’ ik 'verzieren'". This 
argument is a little difficult to follow, as surely an's/z' differentiational j
spelling would be just as effective as the 'c/z' he prefers. In his Vervolg, ^
however, he modifies this view a little. First rejecting Van Belle's 'Sisero' j
spellings, he then voices support for the system of Petrus Francius in his use of ! 
"vergieren, gieraad, gierlijk". Such a spelling is somewhat anachronistic by the 
time of Zeydelaar's writing (1772), assuming that the Francius he refers to is the : 
one who wrote the famous "Voorreden" on Dutch in 1699. At bhat time the 'g ' I
spelling was indeed current (see above). j
Two more radical moves come now, both, like the Snoeijmes, from the South. The j 
first in Janssens in 1775: "De letters ' c,h,j,q,x,y', deweIke tot nu in de j
Vlaemsche Taele of Letterrol gebleven zyn, dienen om eigennamen en onegte woorden
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bo npol.lon". 'C is to be rejected in all but the mostly obviously foroifui words.
[I, 1 ; i 111,'r-'stinb. tlio t ho also w I sites to abolish the use of 'h'i(by ' j ' he means 
"do Ira sc ho jo" — /z/ not 1 j 6 ), i\ono Lheless in his English works Janson makes 
a rlp”:hL cnncussi on: "In i lodern Dulch spelling no words begins (sic) with a C
ox 'o|f ' 0 lor SOI I ' " .
Pub oven more radical titan Janssens is a 1- tor work, the "Inleyding": "Indien 
' f>r m tddel waer om de 's' In de pi nets der 'c' be stellen, dit zoude gernak voor 
dfî Ta('l byitrongon, behoovende dan haor gebruyk in de weynige vlaemsche woorden 
niol In do gelieugen te houden". The writer would thus not use ' c ' at all, if 
suoh w^re feasible,
By this time, although 'c-' was the rr^ rmal spelling, the majority of grammars 
-'ocommonded the use of 's’ in "sieren" and its derivatives, probably in 
T'ocogri I tion of its origin in a language (German) which did not use ' c ' in it. This 
is true, for example, of Stljl, Rolhuis, the Nut works, and ultimately Siegenbeek 
and the Belgian Commission spellings, and all the works based on them. Most of 
these classify "sieren" etc. not as exceptions to the "'c' in loan words" rule, 
but as n-itive Dutch words, e.g. Bolhuis: "in woorden van onze tale gebruike men 
de 'k' of 's' voor 'c': Koning, sierlijk"; others regarded the words as 
originally foreign but now thoroughly naturalised (in use if not in sound). At 
first the 's' was only accepted in this word, but it soon became extended to a 
few other words, e.g. Siegenbeek a]lowed "singel".
The rest of the loan words with prepalatal 'c ' were to retain the 'c', this 
at a time when 'k' spellings in loan words were becoming much more widespread. It 
is not unreasonable to assume that the alien sound of prevocalic /s/ inhibited the 
acceptance of the very many common words (such as "cent") as Dutch, whereas loans 
with 'c'=/k/ had relatively little difficulty (q.v.). Some, hoewever, were even 
more conservative than Siegenbeek; De Neckere for example resisted any attempt to 
replace a foreign 'c' of either pronunciation by a Dutch letter, thinking 
"cingelen" the best spelling, or even 'z': "'T is waer wy hadden dese en meer 
andere woorden ... konnen schryven ... met de letter Z in plaets van met de C; | 
maer hier by souden wy immers of van de Ouden of van het oorspronkelyk afwyken" [ 
(p.61, -note that he too uses 's' for both /s/ and / z/, see above). He rejected, { 
however, the radical suggestion of Van Daele that "ssieraed"should be used (chap. 11)1
other conservatives include De Jager (Versch.p.32), and Carlebur, who both 
Lliolight Ibat as many loan words as possible sliould retain their original 
spelli ng, though Carlobur also includes "cierlijk" in this category.
It Is more normal, howev-'-r, to find the ' c' rejected, as for example by 
G ' o ' r v . Renier, D' Hulster, W 11 lems, and the Belgian Commission spelling. Smits 
T'ojeci.ed any use of ' c ' In Dutcii words with any sound other than /ch/: "Men is 
ook ééns dat de ’c' in Nederduitsciie woorden ongei’ijind gebrujkt wordt,... voor 
eon sclicrpe 's', uls 'codert, cieren', in de plants van 'sedert, sieren'"(p.19). 
oriiI.s'vS higlily indlvifuaj 1-heorles concerning 'c', explained in chap.3 , no doubt 
Inriiionced tills comment. Land too, as part of iris reform pi an, wislied to use ' c ' 
in n new function, tiius needing to abolish it in any words in frequent use in 
Dutcii (there is no reason why his plans should imply that all loan words should 
lose their 'c', they would just form exceptions to the normal use of 'c').
Thijm, who pressed strongly for the adoption of Dutioh spellings for many 
words in common use, did not support the replacement of 'c ' by 's': "Ten eerste 
om dat 'seder', en 'sither', en 'sent', en 'salm' wellicht niet verstaan zouden 
worden; ten bweede, om dat iiaar ultspraak naauwkeuriger door haar-zelve wordt 
afgoineld (did lie hear /ts/?) ; ten derde, en voornameli ik, om dat de ' k' in haar 
gedaante een blijkbaar verwantschap met de 'c' vertoont, maar niet met de 's’, en 
er tusschen de 'c ' van 'abdioaeren' bijv, en de 'k' van 'abdikatie' verband 
bestaat, maar men in 'abdiseeren' vruchteloos naar overblijfsels van het 
'abdicare' der Latijnen zou om zien". This is a very weak argument, relying 
merely,it seems, on visual tradition, which he sees no reason to extend in favour 
of retaining the 'c' used for /k/ in "abdikatie". It is possible that the 
replacement of 'c' by 'k' in Dutch words, which every schoolchild would have 
learnt about, was so well known that the replacement of 'c' by 'k' in loan words 
did not result in a great feeling of alien!ty at the sight of the new spelling. 
For 'c'=/s/ this would not be the case.
Much of the argument against 's' in these loan words has in fact been 
concerned with problems, whether real or imaginary, of word recognition. Yet it 
is difficult to see why "sent" is further removed from "cent" than "kat" is from
"cat", - it is only a matter of what the eye is accustomed to, aesthetics plays 
no objective role.
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Du Vrius and To Winkel present the same argument: "De woorden 'cedel'
(;amengotrokken tot 'ceel'),'coder' on'cljns', ofschoon volkomen Mederlandsch van 
klank (?), Doho mluu do 'c', die hunne vreemde herkomst verraadt, omdat zlj steeds 
met 'c' zijn ; uncliroven, «-n ull, dlen ti lofde onder den vorm 'seel, seder' en 
';.'jnn' oe/.waarl 1 Jk liorkoud zouden worden" ; if they had applied tliis rule with 
full consistency they could not have changed any of the spellings they proposed. 
Indeed If all ['Tammars had used this, ruling, no spell ings "die steeds (zo) zijn 
geschreven" would over tmve been changed, and the i'lddle Dutch system would still 
lie in use.
Radical ;:pel''er.: who had awaited some Improvement over the Siegenbeek system 
were naturally disappointed. Van Vloten was amongst the first to criticise these 
spellings, but he is in favour, not of the 's-' spelling, but of the wholesale 
acceptance of foreign spellings in naturalised loan words: "Wat rnyzelf betreft, 
hut Is vooral op de volgende punten, dat ik een wijzlging in de spelling van 't 
Woord enboek vorlangen zou. 1' er kenning der vier uitheenisch verklaarde letters als 
Nederland sche en daaruit voortvloeyend gepast gebruyk der 'y'(als overgangs- of 
v(>rlengings-i), dur 'x','q', en 'c', in woorden waar de afleiding die vordert 
(b.v. text, quitancy, concert); 2*...*. On the other side stood Van Lennep who 
numbered amongst riis suggestions for reform such spellings as "sijfer, sijferaar, 
sjokolaad, sjerri", alongside the (relatively) more normal "singel, sier, 
sigaar, seder".
The Kollewijn movement at first made no mention in their Voorstellen of 
replacing 'c' by 's', using "aktrice" as an example of a 'k' spelling, see above; 
but several such changes were included in their later publications. This 
i n t e n s d y  annoyed Van Dieren, who felt that some radical ajnendment was being 
secreted in by the back door, as it were: "En nu komt nog iets over de 'c', wat 
ook niet in de 9 regels, maar wel in de 'Woordelijst' te vinden is; de 
'vereenvoudigers'.♦, vinden het wenschelijk om woorden als 'cent, cijfer, ceel, 
Citroen, cement, December' met een 's' te schrijven, ofschoon ieder kind door 
het A,B.C. weet, dat we in 't Nederlandsch een 'c' bezitten an er dus geen bezwaar
I
tegen bestaan kan, deze letter te gebruiken. Des te kleiner en onlogischer vind | 
ik dit verlangen, omdat ze de 'c' in 'cichorei, cijns, cider, cimbaal, cirkel, 
cito, centrum, cipier, circa' enz. willen behouden". Again it is inconsistency
Hiat irri l/.iLos hi.rn, or possibly he is merely using this as a means of
'iMii;, s',-1 !.i nq l.’iu I'nll owl J n schuo] .
"'hoso 1'’111;'.T' ' u T SO i 1 y oriliciseu by Van GI no ok en in 193%, even
y'l Miu uaJ.icular ufor i had bcou dropped. Again he repeats his argu’nent
■y ’•'uropuan ..inily: "men mo(;l , nn zlch i mmers du i del I jk over de nationale grenzen
boon, eon Wes t-Europee 'clio cu] l.irn-ymeunsLdjap ■-inn 'a t voi'"ien is, ook met dozen
nleuwou soc lol-Op.i sche toe.d.aml rekeiii I ng houden, bn hul, zou dv/aas zijn, een
■ l.i onaa'l w o u n d  m I s  ' :'o c  laal ' m e t  eon 'o' in lr;t midden en dus 'sosiaal' te
. aan -;o'ir i jvun, '.'oolong heul West-Kurop>a met nun ' c ' o'' ' z ' schrljft". he does
nut explain t.ow "unlt-y" can Inoorporate a cho'ico between "'o' of ’s'", bu t not
.'9 ]ou ' ho]' does he expiai n why i 1. Is pe^-mitted to double the 'a' in "sociaal"
when no other language does so. (See also chap. 1 3  for similar arguments),
Dlxi. wished to retain all foreign loiters in loan words; "De ' c ' als sisletter,
door de boll uwl jneT's In den 'oan gedaan (l), worde, overeonkomstig de uitapraak (?),
,/eer geheol In ere herstêl' ... 'cel, ■•iment,... cier, c Igaar, Pr.l rices'"Ip. 17).
11, is - os lb] e that !ie inl-ended ' c ' to represent /ts/,- cf,chan. 1 4 .
After this date the progress of the 's'-for-'c' spelling movement follows
closely that of the 'k'-for-'c' reforms discussed above. Marchant made no change,
anci the Woordenlijnt only does so in limited cases; "C = 3 is in het algemeen
behouden, doch défini tief 's' geworden in woorden waarin dese spelling reeds was
Inr burgerd fsigaar, siguret, singel' en derg.)" otherwise 'c' is retained. Hot
a single word has even a "toegestane" spelling with 's-', not even "cijfer,cirkel, |
cement" which had had sporadic 's-' spellings as early as the 17th century. |
Rombouts, one of the pioneers of the next reform movement, wished to replace I
all 'c' spellings in loan words by 's' "waar ze als 's' klinkt", thus also in i
"sent, sijfer, sitroen". Verschueren wished "c gespr. s = 's': SIGAAR, SIGARET, i
SINGEL. Dus ook 'muzisi, sent, silinder', g gespr, s = 's* 'fasade, resu'"; '
'g' had been given as the only spelling in such words by the Woordenlijst. j
This then became the policy of the V.W.3.. Many concessions were made in the I
EIndvoorstellen, for example "abses, insident, publiseren, sent, vermiselli, '
f
aksent, sukses" etc., though the more"foreign" words such as "circa, cello" and 
words with foreign sounds in them retained 'c', e.g. "nuance" because of the 
nasalization, and "cycloon, cynies" where the group 'ey-' is considered an
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luc'nangeable unit (& see chap. 13), Acceptance of the Eindvoorstellen would 
1 e.ivu VI!ry fuw ' c ' spellings ever, and then only in words where only the most 
red'ica.l could suggest ruform. Tlie resnl t would then be that ' c ' would be used 
only l.n thu digraph 'ch' ( i ncluding 'sch') ;ind in foreign words (as 
.)pin.,r;d to loan words).
Giimi QjU-y : 
M- ' - /!(/ In Dutch words; 'c-' Middle Dutch, (Plantijn) Dmyters, Bible,Binnart.
'k-' (Erasmus,) K Ilian, Plantljn, Mexagius, De 
Heuiter, Twe-spraack, Van der Mchuere, De 
Hubert, Van lleule, Dafforne, Ampzing, Plenp, 
Hexham, Kok, Van der Weyden, Van Attevelt,etc, 
'c-' or 'k-' Bible, i'ontanus. 
last Northern defence of 'c-' Hontanus
last ioutiiorn defence of ’c-’ Binnart
'ck', 'kk',final '-k':
pro- 1 6 5 0  ck only used on the whole (Jkk’rare)
1650-1630 'kk' becoming more comiuon, as also '-k'
1 6 3 0 - 1 7 5 0  'ck* still common in the South, rapidly dying out ih the North
1 7 5 0 - 'ck' dies out in the douth too.
pro l6 6 l defenders of 'kk' Van der Schuere, Mostart, Dafforne, Ampzing, Plemp,
Hontanus, Kok, Leupenius, Van den Ende, Beyer, 
post 1661 defenders of 'ck' Binnart (late editions), Bilius, Pomey (pre 1733) 
defenders of ’-c' De Heuiter, Van Heule, Hontanus, Bilius. 
defenders, of '-ck' Bible, Hontanus (very many used it without defence)
'c ' - /k/ In loan words:
'k-' Ampzing, Van Heule, Ninrvaert, Oversohie, Van Belle, Snoeijmes;
" limited use: Stijl,Bolhuis, H-iegenbeek, Behaegel, Willems,Bilderdijk,etc,
" radical use: Thijm, Kollewijn, Royen, Rombouts, V.W.3., Verschueren,
Rapport, Eindvoorstellen 
'c-' Kilian, De Heuiter, Mellema, Dafforne, Plemp, Van den Ende, Nil Volentibus, 
Sewel, E.C.P., Des Roches, Zeydelaar, Letterschik, Terbruggen, De Neckere, 
Carlebur.
' c ' = 's':
pronounced /s/: lambrecht, Twe-spraack, Van Heule, Montanus, Hexham, Sewel,
Moonen, Ten Kate, Van Belle, etc..
pronounced/ts/: Erasmus, Ampzing. Leupenius, Binnart, E.G.P., Kramer, Thijm,Dixi,
spelt 'z-': Kilian, (Stevin,j De Hubert, Ampzing, Leupenius,(Winschooten)
spelt 'g-': Van Beaumont, Van der Venne, Gats, (Vondel,) Krul, Van Yk,
Francius, Rusting, Van Alkemade, Langendijk, Zeydelaar, 
spelt 'ch-': Middle Dutch, Boecius, Lambrecht, De Heuiter, - for a few words
only; "chiere, chyns" still quite common in 17th century,
spelt 'k-': Moonen, P.H.Poeraet, Van Daele.
"sieren" and derivatives only apelt 's-*: Luyken, Meijer, Winschooten, Nyloë,
Moonen c.s., Huydocoper, Wagenaar, Inleyding, Stijl,Bolhuis,Nut eta, 
"sieren" and a few others spelt with 's-': Siegenbeek, Te Winkel (singel), Van 
Lennep (sijfer).
all loans spelt with 's-': Van Helderen, (Gelliers), Van Belle, Snoeijmes,
Inleyding (in theory), Janssens; Rombouts, Verschueren V.W.S.
Cliapter 3: The digraph CH, 35.
'ch' - one letter or two?
'oil' uni suggested reforms 
' -cti ' , ' -g' , '-gh' In -rin/il posit I. on 
' -chde' f- ' -g( h)de'
' -iciieydi.chbeyJ '
'-c:ii.','-gt',v '-ght'
cori’nln.'-tion.M of ’-ch' , '-g', '-gii' & ' cht', ' gt', ' ght’, and their relative merits
Intervocalic '-ch-' i s discussed in the following chapter
the use in homonyms ("nog/noch", "recht/regt") is discussed in chapter 13
The natuT-e of 'ch' as a digraph or a sin gle letter.
For 'Many years it was a matter of much discussion whether 'ch' was one letter 
or two, and also whether the sound it represented was compound or simple. One 
apsect ol‘ this, the granting of an alphabetical name and inclusion in alphabetical 
order, can be seen to be almost wholly dependent on the views of the writer in 
question,- see chant.er 19.
Already in 1612 Jacob van der Schuere was undecided: "Men zal ook we ten, dat 
'ch' over al inde spellInge aen-een-geknocht blijft, also oft maer een Letter en 
waer: Het weIke in'lachen, pochen', ende vel meer ander wel blijkt"(p.54). Here 
he alludes to the fact that the 'ch' in such words is not split between the 
syllables ( + lac-hen), but he realises that it cannot be a single letter ('also 
oft,.."), as it does not behave like one, since a doubling would then have been 
needed. Many later writers did in fact do this, -seechap.4> but for Van der 
Schuere does not seem willing to accept this.
Like Van der Schuere, Dafforne regards 'ch' as a single sound, which he calls 
the "hieghende GT, and which is only split "als de sillabe 'heyt' (door 
misbruykinghe) na de C komt, in 'Goedic-heyt’"(p.92). It is distinctly possible 
that some grammarians, when they say that 'ch' is "one letter", may in fact mean 
that it has a single sound /ch/, rather than it being a single letter in the way 
that would be implied now. This is due to the triple meaning of the word "letter" 
in early grammars, - "nomen, figura, potestas", the name, the shape or form, and 
the sound,- categories borrowed from Latin tradition. With Van der Schuere it is 
clear that he means "figura", as he is discussing its use "inde spellinge", but 
Dafforne is probably referring to the "potestas" as well.
Less ambiguous than most is Montanus: he realises that 'ch' represents a 
single sound, and points out that it is consequently illogical to regard it as 
two letters. He wishes it to be accepted that 'ch' "geen verschillende twee
36,
In h Le run ;... maer alleen  oen enkelde letter %y,... en dattet geen  van die twee 
jnLtnro'i nti in, dn<r uit men ' L wlJt 3])elden". No L quite as clear is Pels in 
1777, when ho wri ten LhnL "de ’ch', die yY ziet, zyn wel twee token;;, doch by my 
'la-n* none 1 nU.er, 'He wat -xdierper luldt dyn de 'g', on In hob Grieksch 'y' 
qcr.fhroveii v/oi'd 1,",- liere 'ne cun Id conceivably mean by "letter" the ”ound 
(riotestas), but his spoil inf^  of "loc'ichen" (q.T% ) suggests b'nat he also meant it to 
bo T-egarded as a single composite "figura".
The same reasoning may be applied to Sewel in the "forte Verhandeling" in his 
(1 ioti unari os; "Cl! te vorbannen, wil i.iy my niet in; omdat hot eygentlyk de 
drloksc'ne % Is, on gevolgelyk maar eon letter, schoon twee merken"; however this
l.j,.t phrase may also mean that for him it was "één letter" (potestas), but a 
dont,le "figura", lienee not "one letter" in the sense used by Montanus. The 
Grammaire nlus exacte of 1701 has a similar view; "Oil,... est aussi 'un son 
treo-simnlo, exprime par deux caractères".
Moonen is unambiguous; he uses 'c' "in het opmaeken van de dubbele letter, 
die de Grieken x> Chi noemen",- for all its representing a single sound it is 
still for him a "dubbelelletter". Yet he always uses it with a singular verb:
"deeze 'ch'... wort altijt in het midden en einde der lettergreepe gebruikt"(p.i), 
whereas J^ els, as noted above, though regarding it as a single letter, uses a 
plural verb:"de 'ch'...zyn wel twee tekens". This difference may indicate that 
Pels meant his statement to be read " de 'co-ha'..." whereas Moonen meant 
"Do ’ che'('chi')..." , cf. chap. 19.
Tuinnian, like Moonen, regards the 'ch' as two letters, but differs in that 
for him it is not so much a double letter, as a 'c ' affected by the following 'h': 
"Den eigentlyken klank van de Grieksche letter 'chi', b.v. in 'Christus', konnen 
wy met onze boekstaven niet uitdrukken. De Latynen gebruikten daar voor wel 'ch', 
en dat volgen wy: maar hoe komt de 'c' voor de 'h' aan een geluid dat naar de 'g' 
gelykt, en als tusschen 'g' en 'k' is?"(§142). He does not elaborate on his 
pronunciation of "de Grieksche letter 'chi'", but his comments show that he means 
the fricative pronunciation /%/, rather than the original Greek aspirated /k^/.
His reference to the Dutch pronunciation is also of interest, as he was certainly 
aware of the lack of voicing in 'ch', though he does not mention it as such; this 
is what his final phrase means “tusschen 'g' en i.e. it is fricative like '
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Ti ko ' , b'ut unvoiced like *k',
Tl, wan j nn t nui'h vi«'W;s as TTiinman' H (that ' cli ' is a ' c ' altered by a 
fol]nui nr that 'T.>n Tatn nri tic Luer heavily in his Aenleiding (l,22): "De
CM, tc up, 'Mb . . woi’Mun In den rang van ons gewoon ABee niet getelt. De waan, uit 
M'l-,-,., ! g<;(hi ail-u ongevat, deed ij’h-r al; tweeklankig door gaan", whereas 'ch' is 
al'Mi'ly a ' g ' " vousc I'l IT ! <-nd e niet - l.ati in ochorplin j d" ,
Porlians p.oing furthur tlian moot others in the use of ' ch' as a single 
fon:;onant, and ignoid.ng Ten hate's comment (which he almost certainly knew), was 
Von ''elle: "imO;-, i.woeiir al %es Meel. 1 1 nke-rr, Moe, Dee, Gee,/ Ghee, ha, Jee, Ka, Pee, 
I’oe, Van, Wee on dee" (195 1, u. 1 ) . 'C'.d t - tt. i. comulo tely on a tar with any other
consonant. But ra l.hor paradox i cal Ty, although rega ding 'c'a' as a single 
■'■■étiek I 1 riker" , he considers ' sc in'-' t,) T,e a "Vi.ermedeklinker" , I. e. a group of
four consonants (1755,p.2). De Haes also treats 'ch' as a single letter (figura), 
with the logical consequence of this on 'nis spelling "lachchen",- he thinks the 
spelling "lachen" as incomplète as "lieben" would be for "'aebben"; it is for him 
"eene enkele 'ch'"(p.114)•
dinkel, in 1 7 6 1 , presumably feels 'ch' to be self-evidently two letters, as 
he expresses a sea !,h ing, and mildly sarcastic, criicism of Moonen: "Dat 'ce ha' 
he t geluyd van een sc he roe ' g' ’neTTnen, dat immers zo klaar is, als dat Klaas en 
Jan een spitze Pieter maken" (]-. v1 i). He does not appear to have understood 
"ni ,p,en' s argumont (cf. 'nis connients in chap.IB),
As with some of the earlier grammarians (see above), it is not perfectly 
clear what the implications are when Stijl writes that "Men heeft echter de 'c ' 
nodig tot het dubbeld letterteken ' ch' , waar van de naain en klank niet 'ce-ha', 
maer enkelvoudig 'che' is". The "naam en klank" (nomen & potestas) he rightly 
describes as "enkelvoudig", but he describes the "figura" as a "dubbeld 
letterteken". This could be interpreted to mean a combination of two consonants, 
or a single complex symbol 'ch'. The sentence seems to imply the former, but it
is not without ambiguity. C.W.Holtrop i_s clear however, speaking of "de CH,
die hier voor eenen letter verstrekt, gelijk het behoort"(1783,p.8),
The schoolbooks of the Nut present a varied picture; the Spel en lees Boekje
voor Eerst Beginnenden (all editions) contains a paragraph on the "Zamengestelde 
Mede-klirikers ch, sch, kl, kr, ss, ff, dl, si, fl", which is a strange mixture of
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]ig,'j!vn.-ur. of two different consonants (ct, si), included because of their special 
f,,rm, . joo double consonants (ff, double long s) for the sane reason, and some 
t.riu- icngo;;helde letters" be. digraphs (ch, sch); it is not immediately
obvious ul;y 'kl' and ' irr ' are Iriclided. Tt is evident however that for the 
wri. t.-r 'cii' and 'sch' wero on a par with 'kr, kl, ct', which thus designates 'ch' 
as a comiiination of two lot,tern, not a single one, honotiieless the earlier Trap 
dor -Tougd (1793) informs that "De 'ch' wordt vo(^ r een letter gehouden", and the 
1 iCo Riid imonta refers to "de zamengestelde ' cii' " .
The dpelboekje voor eerstbeginnonden of 1303 (a different book contemporary 
with the Opel en lees-bookje), is as inexplicit as the otrier works as to the 
vo.M.”onlng i>ehind its word lists: the lessons are graded according to the number 
of syl1 ailles in the words (ending with "o-ver-al-om-te-gen-woor-dig-heid",-also 
used incidentally by dchwiers p.37), and in the section on syllables "van twee 
en drie letters" gives the lists "sa, ta, va, wa, cha, scha, kla, pra, sla, pla, 
pha,..". On reaching "cha" the reader assumes that he is now on the syllables 
"van...drie letters", but the next entry "scha", thus having four, contrary to 
the title, invalidates the assumption, and the onlÿ possible conclusion is that 
if "scha" can have no more than three letters, then "cha" must have only two, and 
'ch' itself must be a single letter.
This view is confirmed by their more advanced Spraakkunst of 1314 (not the 
same work as the Nut gramma]' by Bolhuis of 1303): "Wat betreft de wijze vajn 
verdubbeling des medeklinkers..., het zou zeker eigenaardiger (more consistent) 
en met de gewone regelmaat overeonkomstig zijn, dat men, met herhaling der 'ch', 
'lachchen, lichchuam' schreef". If the 'ch' is thus capable of being doubled, 
it must be a single letter. The writer then concedes however that the 'ch' is 
"dubbelvormig", though he still treats it as one letter. Varick felt that 
either view was acceptable: "men (moet) CH als eene letter op zich zelven, of 
eene samengestelde letter beschouwen".
The view of Siegenbeek is in essence the same as that of Pels: 'ch' "hoe zeer 
dubbelvormig, (bezit) in der daad slechts een' enkelvoudigen klank"(p.1 5 1 ),i.e. 
the "potestas" is single but the "figure!' is double. This is the opposite view to 
that held by De Simpel; "Men behoudt dan deze 'ch', in navolging der grieken 
voor eene enkele letter"(p.2 1 ), though once more it is not clear how many
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nan1 ngs he includes in the word "letter", Behaegel is more explicit: "CH, 
wanneer hot (n.h.) uytgesnroken word, is maar een (= één) teeken of geluyd; maer 
- i lr g e sc h r e v e n  hosbael. (iet n;/t C on I'". Me claims to he rather dissatisfied 
wi.tl'i the tac!'. of clarity i.n t!.e arguments of oLegenbeek/Weiland etc.(l,370).
C o n s 'dnring h!1 t'nose statements it may be thought strange that Bilderdijk 
was unwilling to accent the singleness of 'ch': "Hot ware (n.b. subjunctive) niet 
onvoeglijk dat men hy ons die 'ch'... air. één 1(9. ter token aanrnerkte" ( Ipraakleer 
n./,3 ), whi cii is the more strange as he is o,,- osed to the logically consequent 
intervocalic doubling after a short vowel, "dewijl zy (ch) zich aan wederzijde 
meedeelt"(p..VB) ,-i .e. in the same way as "zet-ten". How he i n tends that "één 
1 utd.ertnken" can divide Itself between syllables lie does not explain.
After Hiegenbof k it has generally iieen accepted that although obviously 
representing a single sound, the 'ch' is two letters forming a digraph, in just 
the same way as 'oe' represents a single vowel but is two letters. This view i.s 
not without difficulties, as can be seen in chap.4 .
T h e  s p e l l i n g  ' c h '  a n d  s u g g e s t e d  r e f o r m s .
'.v’ith very I’ew exceptions the spelling of /ch/ (or /x/),i.e, the unvoiced 
Dutch fricative /g^ '', has always been 'ch'; but as with other spellings, it is 
just those few exceptions which offer the most interest. Although the use of a 
single 'c ' for /ch/ occurred very sporadically in 'iiddle Dutch, e.g."acterste" 
(Obreen & Van Loey), "lictelic, noc"(Van Loey, ZwB), this is mostly restricted 
to the spelling 'sc-'(see chap.13), and before 't'. This practice did not 
survive long after the early l6 th century, and the spelling with 'ch' became 
standard. Conversely 'ch' is sometimes found in Middle Dutch for /k/, e.g.
"cherch, ghechoghb"(V.Loey, ZwB),
i'^ any grammarians have realised either the inconsistency of spelling a single 
sound with two letters, or at least the difficulties caused by so doing, but only 
a handful proposed doing anything about it, though they span a considerable 
number of years. In fact one must go as far back as De Heuiter for the first 
attempt to abolish the 'ch'. He first notes that whereas in Latin and Greek /h/ 
only occurs before vowels, in Dutch it also occurs before a consonant, where it is 
usually spelt 'ch'. Following from this he wishes to change the spelling from 
ch to »h': "In 'achter, achten, acht, mach, dach, zach, lach» of 'ahter, ahten.
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u!i1 , mah, Malt, zah, lah' is even vele, niet meer 'c' van doun hebbende dan der 
] tvn" ,i . A. the 'c' I. rurictlonless. Etymologically speaking his observation 
is faultless: the liistorical Gor-nanic /li/ existed in many positions, but in all 
!'tv-i fions f;xcu|'t Ini Mai if ’oecaine uffr i cateij in Dutch to /ch/o The difference 
is thus not nlionemlc, as /cli/ never appears as first sound in a true Dutch word.
It was perfectly justifiable therefore for De heuiter to propose spelling 'h' 
In all positions (of. "lahhen" chap.4 ), exeept that In the letter combination 
’sch’ ho t reserves tiio ox I sting spelling, for in tills position he considers it to 
'o’' ' tl ’ : "hou wel 's' en ' ii' geiieol haar (c) /ouken te verdrucken en
vordo 1 nkoren"- tho 's' and ' h' so affect tiie ' c ' that It slniost disappears. Tn 
this too ite is ' i s topical ly correct, as tiio ' ch' In 'sch' did not develop from /li/ 
but Iroiu /k/. Whetlier he was aware of this cannot be sure, though he must have 
known the dialectal pronunciation with /sk-/. He found very few followers for his 
"'h'-for-'ch'" S'elling, though many later writers knew of it. The word "nohtans" 
in tho Twe-spraack p.43 (1534 only) is certainly a misprint, as Spiegel has just 
declared tiie ' c ' to be indispensible here.
One of the first later grainna”S to comment on this ' h' spelling was Shiyters 
(1 (1 3 ), who, discussing tiie latest tendencies, laments that "eenen anderen noch 
absurderlijcker, wil in plaetse van 'ach, licht, noch, deucht' &c (de 'c' 
verwerpende) 'ah, liht, nob, deuht' vc. ghespelt hebben ... het welcke ... men 
voor (een) onnodighe spitsvindighe(id) houden moet". Dafforne, some years later, 
felt that De Heuiter had "vanden rechten ghebruyk verdwaald" in this usage and 
others. De Heuiter actually used his s]ielling system in his Gechiedenis van de 
Gravine... van Bourgongie",
Ampzing was the first to admit approval of this innovation, but did not copy 
it: "Pontus de Heuyter meynd, dat de 'c' achter alle de klinkers overtollig is, 
ende de 'h' alleen genoegzaem, schrijvende 'saht, sleht, liht, loht, tuht'; welk 
gevoelen sijne bedenkinge ook wel waerdig is". Similar views are expressed by 
Van Heule in 1633 (not in l625):"0oc is de G overtollich in alle woorden die wy 
met CH schrijven, want 'Heilih, dah, luhtih, shoon* aldus geschreven zijnde, 
veroorzaekt merkelicke kortheyt, ende zoetvloeyentheyt"(p.12),- i.e. it sounds 
better tool Note that he takes the further step and includes 'sh' for 'sch*. Van 
Heule then directs the interested "Spellerighe" to the work of'Huyterus". Like
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A i ' i p z i T i g ,  h o  d o u r  n o t  a c t n i i l . y  a d o p t  t h e  ' h '  s p e l l i n g ,  t h o u g h  h e  o f t e n  w i s h e d  to 
Lh('  s o u n d  o f  ' h '  a n d  ' c l i * .  T ’s l s  i s  i n  f a c t  t h e  l a s t  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  t h e  
Ml' ; u-V'ing.
"it" f i . r . l  f o  V I i CO a  d e s i r e  f o r  t h e  i n t r o d a c t i o n  o f  a  t o t a l l y  n e w  l e t t e r  f o r  
M i s o u n d  WHS L o i p o e n  i . i is : " O n s  d n n k î ,  d a t  m e n  d e  ' c  ' g e h e e l  s o u d e  k o n n e n  o n t b e e r e n ,  
w a n n e e r  m e n  e e n  ' c h '  I n  d o  r d a a t s e  l i a d d e ,  g e l y k  d e  l i e b r e e u s c h e  e n  G r i e k s c h e  d i e  
m o n  d u n  I n  d e  r l j o  v a n d e  d o b '  <e i  n l e  I d , o r  e n  m o g f o  s t e l l e n :  m a a r  u o o  l a n g e  m e n  n i e t  
g o o d  v i p d i l ,  n i u u w o  l o i  f e r o n  i n  t o  v o o r e n ,  s o n  m o e t  m e n  s l k  m e t  d e  n u d e  b e h e l p e n ;  
d o c h  n i " f  i m l  t e n  d o  k r a c h t  v a n  h a u r e  e e r s t e  I n s  t e l  1 1 nge'L T h r e e  i n t e r e s t i n g  p o i n t s  
a r i s e  oui. o f  M i i r :  f i r s t l y  t h a t  e v e n  i f  a  n e w  l e t t e r  w e r e  i n t r o d u c e d ,  h e  w o u l d  
( s t i l l  I n t e n d  i t  t o  h-e 1 n c  ’ u d e d  " I n  d e  r i  j e  v a n d e  d o b i o l e  l e t t e r e n " , -  h e  d o e s  n o t  
! r e g a r d  i t  a s  a  s i n g l e  s o u n d . G e c o n d l y  h i s  u s e  o f  " s i k "  w i t h  ' k ' .  T h i s  i s  n o t  a  
c h ' i n g e  i n  s p e l l i n g  b u t  I n  p r o n u n c i a t i o n :  " n i e t  ' s i c h '  o f  ' s i g ' ,  om d a t  w y  h e t  v a n  
d o  I ' . o o g d u i  t s c h e  t a a l e  o n t l e e n e n " , f o r m i n g  a  p a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  " i k "  
f r o m  " i c h " .  T h e  f o r ! ' i  " s i k "  e x i s t e d  s i n c e  Î ' I d d l e  D u t c h  i n  t h e  N o r t h  E a s t e r n  
p r o v i n c e s ,  a n d  b y  t h e  l i f t h  c e n t u r y  i n  H o l l a n d  a n d  s o m e  m o r e  - u u t h e r l y  a r e a s ;  i t  
w a s  u s e d  i . a ,  b y  I ' a r n i x  a n d  C a t s .  T h e  t h i r d  p o i n t  o f  i n t e r e s t  i s  t i i e  l a s t  p h r a s e :  
" i l o c i i  n l o t  b ’l l t e n  d e  k r a c h t  v a n  h a a r e  e e r s t e  i n s t e l l i n g e " , -  h e  w a s  o p p o s e d  t o  a n y  
a s s i g n a t i o n  o f  a  n e w  s o u n d  t o  e x i s t i n g  l e t t e r s ,  w h i c h  w o u l d  p r e s u m a b l y  i n h i b i t  
l i i s  a d o p i t I n g  De  H e u i t e r ' s  ' h ' f o r m s .  On  p .  1 5  h e  r e j e c t s  t h e  s p e l l i n g s  " m e n s g e n ,  
s g a a p e n "  a s  n o t  r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  s o u n d ,  b u t  d o e s  n o t  s a y  i n  w h a t  w a y ,  o r  i f  h e  
knew o f  s u c h  f o r m s ,  o r  I s  m e r e l y  p o s t u l a t i n g  t h e m  t o  s h o w  t h a t  ' g '  w o u l d  n o t  m a k e  
a  s u i t a b l e  s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  t h e  d o u b l e  l e t t e r  ' c h '  ( f o r  ' s g - '  s e e  c h a p . 1 3 ) .
Ten Kate, like Leupenius, felt that the problem of the dual/single nature of 
’ch’ could be best solved by the creation of a new letter, or rather in his case 
i-y the adaptation of an existing one. He would spell all digraphs with a tie, 
thus 'ae, eu, ng, nk' as well as 'cti':"zulks aoude ook zijn' nutbigheid kunnen 
hebben"(I,125). No more suggestions for the abolishment of 'ch' in favour of a 
new letter or usage appeared for a considerable time, although many writers went 
so far with their substitution of 'g' for 'ch' that the latter was almost never 
seen in their systems (see below). Very often 'ch' is only found in the 
combination 'sch' and loan words. !
T h e  n e x t  suggestion was in fact that of Smits i n  1 3 2 4 : ^De regelmaat verejscht !
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W;,| ., " I k . ' u d  i q  d a t  c h ,  w ,  e u ,  o e ,  m u t  e n k e l e  l e t t e r . )  g e s c h r e v e n  w o r d e n "  ( p .  1 4 ) .
H I  :i l u .  ' / ' ' " ' ' • ' ' t l y  u . o ' i n d ,  ' ” t  i f .  u i i f o r t u i ^ ç  b e l y  b a s e d  o n  s u s p e c t  p r e m i s s e s .
■M), q  VI ' I ' é é n  f l ' )  b "  r " . ' id  u s u a l l y  a s  " u e i i " )  e c h t  N e d e r d n j t s c h e  e n  
I - i ' M J u '  •’ ■ ' ' t ' S - ,  • Ml b é ;  b-  !■ t a l u n ,  n o j t  a l s  o n z e  ' 1 9 ,  n . a a r  o o r s p r o n g e l i j k
u j t g e s p r o k e n  w o r d t  a l s  é é n  s c h e r p e  ( D u t c h ) ' g ' ,  z o  a l s  w i j  b e w é r e n  d a t  d e  G r i e k s c h e
' X ' U V ' .  d u ' . ' e l  f ' du  t r a c i i t  u e e v  t "  ( »•  33) -  i . e . .  I n  l i u t h  L a t i n  a n d  D u t c h  ' c  ' a n d  '
• n.-it to;-: '’n* b” ' I i vun, "e go",: _-n in Ih" next paragraph: "Voor éerst de
' t ...vun luM ill d" ',wd;rte Nedur-dujtsche schrivten. 1. "un is ook ééns dat
', s, 1" ’(•' né Mr  buuv t up all één nod I g heevt on de ncherpe ' g' ujt te drukken
7,(--, Ii, ' "h ' ) . '. ' u ' r, i ,, ééii;, la I. deze enkele Artlculntio met één du oh eld merk
' d'' al’guiH!"! i va I'd t l.up/.-n t; ■ venred Iglie Mon Is 'or. oéis: but de ' c ' in
‘b'durduj l.sche woor uui "Uger i j nd goljrujkt wordt voor één ' k' ... ii'isegeli jk.s voor
één . cl'-erp" ' V",
"-0111 the undeniable I'ac t I'na t 'o' was occasionally used for ' c'vV in Middle 
Dutch (so“ ab(^vo), ho argues that all Dutch 'c"s were pronounced /ch/, and thus 
th.-it tho same lot'er ;air exists in Dutch ' g/^ c ' as in Latin. His only false 
ru - i sse i “vi.i. above; 3 " é are undeniable, 2. he is about to prove. It was 
the adoption uf the "f-arzche 'c'"(=/k/) which caused the confused situation, in 
the following way : uada t men de Frmsche ' c ' begon in te voeren in alle
Iiederdujtsche woorden, alwaar zij naax de ujtspraak de 'k' konde vervangen,
sciireev men 'Ic, 0 0 c, g'lijc, danc, cloec, spread, enr., w/aardoor de 
hederdujtsche ujtspraak van 'c' met 'k' verward wierd"(§.37), which resulted in 
the spelling 'ch' to show that the true Dutch pronunciation was intended. This 
also "explains" the pronunciation /joi^k" for /jong/^, which, he claims arose from 
spell ing "jonc", with ' c ' for / ch/^ , being misread with a French ' c ' = /k/. He 
then draws the parallel with the 'gh' spellings, which had in fact been 
Introduced for the very reason he gives (see chap.3). ,
F r o m  a l l  t h i s  h e  d r a w s  t h e  l o g i c a l  c o n c l u s i o n ;  " D a a r  n u  d e  ' h *  a l s  o n n u t ,  j
é é n p a r i g  w e g g e l a t e n  w o r d t  i n  h e t  s c h r i j v e n  v a n  ' p l a g h ,  w e g h ,  d r o o g h ,  b e d r o g h ,  |
g e b r a g h t '  e n  i n  a l l e  a n d e r e n , . . .  v e r p l i g t  o n s  d e  r e g e l m a a t  v a n  d e  ' j ' i n s g e l i j k s  |
t e  v e r b a n n e n  a c h t e r  d e  ' c ' ,  i n  ' l a c h ,  e c h t ,  s t i c h t ,  r o c h c h e l ,  k u c h c h e n '  e n  i n  I
a l l e  a n d e r e n ,  e n  d e  e n k e l e  ' c '  i n  h a ? i r  o o r s p r o n g l i j k  g e l u j d  t e  d o e n  g e l d e n . . . ,
D u s  ' c '  t o t  ' g '  d e z e l v d e  v e r w a n t s c h a p  h e b b e n d e  a l s  ’ t ’ t o t  ' d V ,  e n  ' f ' t o t  ' v ' .
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(!ti ' tnt ' 7* " (^§3 6 ,3 3 ) c The same also applies to ‘sch' which he accordingly 
"rp'oufv ;,n ;u)el 1 ' sc ' . -1 ran ted his premisses, his conclusions and reasoning are
without I ' l a n d  uv"u though h'”, assumptions were in part faulty, his proposals 
,'"Uld have ' sue for «n’out.T ”eg ilarlty In Dulch spelling, giving the simple 
) "tt r-na 1 r 1 ruq; ' t/'d, f/v, s/z, c/g' , as he oointud out. His analogy between the 
now losl. ' h ' in ' gli ' , and I.h»? , -roposed losing of ’’i' In 'ch' is one which 
») sc.a pod na ly he tt-r linguists than him.
h u t  . . ' . i t ; ;  w a s  a  I’O c i l i '  t ,  a n d  t h o u g h  h o  o f t e n  u s e s  t h e  ' c / s c '  s p e l l i n g s  i n  
h i s  ( sx.a ' i ;d  ,a>; ( g ,  " " o n  s c ' u r i j v t  o o k  m»41 ' ; / c h  ' o f  ' s c ' ;  ' w o s s c e n  ( r e j n i g e n ) ,  i k  
w a r e , q l j  w a . a c t ' " . ^ 1 0 4 )  , h i r -  t e x t s  c o n t a i n  o n  t h e  w h o l e  o n l y  ' c h / s c h ' *  s p e l l i n g s ,  
t h o u g i i  " t u s s c e n "  c a n  o c c a s i o n a l l y  i>c f o u m l ; a n d  h o  h a s  t o  a i l m l t  t h a t  " n o e  w e l  d a n  
h u t  g u i i r u j k  m e t  r e g t  t e r u g  g e k o m o n  i s  i r h ,  ' c k '  e n  ' g ’u '  u j t  l e  s p e l l i n g  é é n p a r i g  
t e  v o r b a n n e n ,  o n  d a t  d e z e l v d e  l a a l e n  p l e j t  t c g e n  ' c h ' ,  m o e t e n  a l l e  r e d e n  e n  
r e g u l i i . a a t  e v e r i w o l  z w i c h t o n  v o o r  d e  d w i n g l a n d i j  v a n  h e t  o v e r h é é r s c h e n d e  a l g e m é j n  
' I I s b r u j k ,  i n  d e z e l v e  t e  b e h o w d e n " ( § I d ) .
Tt is probably coincidence that the next proposed replacement of 'ch' also 
.:ugy_eatfal the use of 'c'. This comes from Land in 1370. As he makes no mention 
at all of his prede.isoi- by 4 6  years, it is probable that there is no question of 
influence, especially as land's motives are not the same, and his proposals bear 
no other resemblance to those of Irits.
Land's first priority was to dispose of foreign letters in the Dutch alphabet, 
-'c,q,x,y'; and this being done he proceeds to find new uses for them; "De 'c' ,
der drukkerijen, door 's' en 'k* overbodig geworden, zou dus beschikbaar worden 
voor onze tegenwoordige 'ch'". Then, after analysing the vowel sounds, he gives 
an example of his ideal phonetic spelling; (a key is necessary; i = /ie/, u =/oe/, 
b' = /eu/, y = /uu/, ce= /^/, x = glottal stop, q = /ng/, e = /ee/, = /e/,
= /i/, e3 = /ee(j)/)- "xe^n doen bœge^nœ scip God d œ n  hemœl xe^n d œ  
xaardœ. D œ  xaardœ ny was wust xe^n le^dœg, xe^n dœystœrne^s was xo^p d œ n  
xafground". As can be seen this represents a departure from the traditional 
spelling, and some effort is involved in deciphering it ("In den beginne.,."), He 
had no wish however to introduce changes into any of the existing spelling systems, 
rqther to introduce a completely new one; "Of zulk een spellingrevolutie in onzen 
tijd uitvoerbaar is? - er is zooveel goeds tegen alle verwachting in tot stand
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, "b'uichl, l i â t  i k  voor mij ook duurvan niet zou wanhopen. Tn den tusschentijd is
u I ke ooiivcul.ionol o "/olllti»' gned g'-noeg". It in really doubtful if a S[)elling '
I
uoh a. ' ni;', '-/iih I tn coi'u 'I Ira l,"d '■nporocript nruneraln could ever be put to 
'■V'O'ybi./ one, a,; In- evIL'iiUy krul y winlied.
! I, wa.. a f t u '  M i e r  3 5  y e a r n  b e  f o r » ?  a n o t h e r  ( i m p o s a i  a r o s e  w h i c h  c o n c e r n e d  t h e  
a b o l i  s h  i n g  o f  ' c h ' ,  t h i . n  i h i i i i e  f r o i . i  J a n  t e  W i n k e l  i n  I d s  I n l e i d i n g  o f  1 9 0 5 , 1 , 3 4 - 0 ,  
wh . ea > hio r u g g . n i t r  a  r n - M c a l  r e h h  i n k i n g  o f  Du i,chi s p e l l i n g ,  t h o u g h  n o t  a n  r a d i c a l  
a ; .  l a n d ' ; - .  A [ ' a r l ,  f r o m  s o m e  v o w e l  c h a n g e s , " . . .  b l j  d e  m e d e k l i n k e r s  l . i e h o o v e n  
' 9  b ' c n  d e  n a " i e n g c n  h c l d e  t e e k e n s  d o o r  e n k o l v o u d  i g e  v e r v a n g e n  t o  w o r d e n ,  e n  w e l  'ch' 
B o o r  d o  d r i  e k r c i i o  ' x '  e n  ' n g '  d o o r  ' f T ' ,  Me t i i o n ,  l i k e  L a n d , g i v e s  a n  i l l u s t r a t i v e  
e x a m p l e  o f  h i s  . ' . [ l e l l l t i g ,  a g a i n ,  l i k e  L ' i U d ,  c h o o s i n g  a  w e l l  k n o w n  p i e c e  s o  t ' l a t  
t h e  r e a d e r  could "work out t h e  e a s i e r  w h a t  i s  w r i t t e n ,  t h u s  r e d u c i n g  t h e  f a c t o r  o f  
n i l t i m i l i a r d d . y .  I .o k e y  s h o u l d  b e  n e c e s s a r y  h e r e :
"wyn Woei-lands bluu.J in d ' aadars vluuit Basxerm, on dod I bawaak den grond.
Van vreenda smetdan vrel, Waarop ons' aadam gaat,
Wyns hart voor land en kooniFî gluuit D» plek, waar onze wyg op stond,
Verhelf' den zafi als wei. Waar eens ons graf op staat.
Hei stell ' met ons vareend van zin, Wei smeekan van ti vad»rhand.
Met onbaklemd» borst. Met dypgaruurda borst.
Met godga/al’ag feest1yd in Bahoud voor 't lyva vaadarland
Voor vaadarJand >n vorst. Voor vaadarland fin vorst.
(it is noticeable that neither Land nor J.te Winkel feel any need to change final
'b,d,g' spellings into the more phonetic 'p,c/x,t',)
A strange sight in 1931 was Van Ginneken showing himself in an unaccustomedly 
radical pose: "Het zou misschien beter zijn deze twee letters (ch) ineen te 
smelten, tot één letterteeken, waarin, voor de période van overgang, de twee 
deelen nog herkenbaar waren, want ik geloof, dat de 'ch' van de meeste schrijvers 
geen gezochte, ja zelfs eon gemeden spelling is. Pas De Vries en Te Winkel wisten 
ze in woorden als 'kragt: kracht, magt: macht', een beetje drukker in gebruik te 
brengen. Maar hard noodig is deze verandering niet". He wishes thus to see a 
totally new letter composed out of a combination of 'c ' and 'h' to facilitate the 
transition. As he considered 'c' indispensible for loan word spellings, the 
simplification of 'ch' to 'c ' would not have suggested itself to him.
25 years later a hew suggestion for abolishing 'ch' appeared in Ons Eigen Blad, 
where KlUck proposed a completely new alphabet (reproduced in later numbers of the 
periodical), basically a streamlined version of the existing forms, plus several
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now loi,Lorn where needed, e.g. for the long vowels fxnd diptliongs. Naturally a 
now In LI or wan also Lo reel ace Lhe digraph 'ch’j this was .similar to a sans-serif 
oipi.I.al 'I'r', wi Lh n I, a i 1 , T'oeniMing a final groek sigma (approximately * q ' ), and 
l,h'' ' was sti'oanil Lned l,o wli.aL appears to be a sa?is-serif 'q*. The sound /sch/ 
wa. owrrosi'ond i nrly Lo bn rejiro (SiLed by ’sq', using the sairie letter ' q' as for 
/ch/ in final nos i LI on an' bofore '1.'.
Whon Rombouts pro^ented tiis formula for a botter spelling in 1957, he too, 
likn Van Vi I nne’icen, did not conceive of simiili fying 'ch' to 'o'. This is a little 
r.ti-angc! an. Im was awar<' of the i neonsistency in the oresent, system, and also 
wi.diod to ai'iol i sh ' c ' Ih'oiii loan word spel 1 i?igs. v,n p, 3/, lie writes that "dVee 
letters voor één klank, 'ch' voor de stemloze 'g', is zeker niot gewenst, maar we 
luoeti'U roe i en m<‘t de riemen die we heiilien' ; end p. 51: "Zoals ' v' staat Lot 'f',
' s '  t o t  ' s ' ,  ' b '  t o t  ' p ' ,  ' d ' t o t  ' t ' ,  7,0 s t a a t  ' g '  t o t  ' c h ' .  M e t  e n i g e  v e r s c h i l  
i , d a  t  w o ,  j a m n e r  g e n o e g ,  g e e n  a f z o n d e r l i j k e  l e  t i e r  v o o r  d e  s t e m l o z e  ' g '  h e b b e n ,  
a n  a a n g e w e o e n  z i j n  o p  d e  p ^ e b r u i  k o l  i  j  k e  d u i i b e l v o r m  ' c h ' " .  P r o b a b l y  h e  f e l t  t h a t  
s u c h  a  u s e  o f  ' c ' w a s  t o o  g r e a t  a n  i n n o v a t i o n ,  o r  h a d  n o  d e s i r e  t o  reform t h e  w a y  
t i i e  a l  i d i a b e t  w a s  u s e d ,  b u t  t h e r e  i s  n o  i n d i c a t i o n  i n  h i s  b o o k  t h a t  s u c h  a  a n  i d e a  
h a d  o c c u r i ' e d  t o  h i m .
But it did occur to others; When Seeldraeyers reviewed Rombouts's system in 
the Wetenschappelijke Tijdingen for 1953,he suggested certain modifications: the 
introduction of a new letter (which Rombouts wished to avoid), viz, the Greek 
epsilon for /e/, leaving 'e' for /d/, and further the simplification of 'ch' to 
'c'. This, as was also pointed out by its two other proponents omits and Land, 
is a logical simplification, though once more direct influence on Seeldraeyers is 
unproven. As ^its also pointed out, a certain elegance would be a result of the 
reform, restoring the simple letter opposition 'c/g' so fejniliar in other 
languages, and making obvious the relationship at present obscwed by the use 
of 'ch'.
One more proposal remains,- that put forward in a series of articles by 
Willie Wellekens in De Standaard in June 1961, entitled "Bezinning over Spelling"o 
Amongst other changes was the substitution of 'x* for 'ch', no doubt influenced 
by Greek, or by the international phonetic alphabet (which in turn gets the 'x' 
from Greek), resulting in such a spelling as "atPmsxëp»" (atoomschepen). Despite
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;:ur'o.’ti oHf., and the nil too abvlous complications of the present system, ;
t’s' "'. v.'h ’id not iocludc ;iiird, M fiuch needed simplification in its proposals, f
,'ind note wa , 'iiO[il,o(^ Uy the gtjvern. i-.-nt, com id scions.
' ('id 'i ' V ’ph* at tlie end of a word.
'die earl i "S I, sid.nal.lon for those words Is, as for most spellings, clouded by 
tile "sc!, 'list mo; t 1 i tersry texts have been copied and recopied so often that the
sri; inal spelling Is lo,.l,, esperially wiiere some editors have modernised the
!
s; cl 1 i np tor eadcn’ rnadlng, and o I,hors, even mor-e zealous, have deliberately 
archaTsed th. spr-lllng, os otton happened wltii folk poetry only written down 
.ompori t.ively rerenlly lut known to be much older, 'i'o be really certain of 
s p e l  Ings one f,u. t turn to cont(;mporary text;; such as ottieial records, and to 
the early [irint-ed books.
Cccas ional ly the use o I" ' c ' for /'ch/ mentioned in the previous section is 
found in final r^ osi l,ion ("schuluic, snacs" in V.Loey 3j>rk.), but in most eaxly 
texts (and also the iwout frequent form in archaised texts) the spelling for the 
words involved wa': ’-ch'. 'i'his can be rega.rded as a purely phonetic spelling, 
just as. words la (su- spelt with '-d ' were almost universally spelt in fiddle 
Dutch with ’-b' (see chap.sj.
In inflexion thiis final '-ch' would automatically become '-gh-' in most words, 
to represent the now voiced sound, the 'h' being necessary before 'e' for the 
reasons described in charud. Resulting from this inflected spelling, analogical 
forms are occasionally found with final ’-gh'. These are unusual in early texts, 
but become more common in later times. Obreen & Van Loey record "heiligh,vervolg".| 
The rise fcr'-gh' spellings Is usually dated (e.g. by the editors of W.'d.T.) as {
i
the 13th century, being especially common in the l6th and 17th century. In most 
of these cases the use of final '-gh' is solely by analogy with the inflected 
foi'ma wi til '-ghe', but later on it is found that some used '-gh' where they did 
not use '-ghe' but '-ge'. Whereas these (e.g.Moonen) added the 'h' for a definite 
purpose (see below), the form "vervolg" above is probably a dropping of 'h' from 
the relatively more normal '-gh', rather than a conscious adoption of the ’-g'.
As an example uf a 13th century text the Exercitium Puerorura has only '-ch' in 
final position. In tlie l6th century much the same situation obtained. Van der
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; " c ' l n  IV.-I m e r  o f  1 5 9  h a  o n l y  ' - c h ' ,  a s  d o e s  C o o r a h e r t ’ s  B o c c a c c i o
' 1 " . ' i l V . M .  1,01 ' ' - . k  0-. I,hi '  o f r  i 'Aod u s e s  a i n ' o s b  e x c l u s i v e l y  ' - g h  ' , o o  t h  i n
' ' 1 ' r  f  . ' h '  ’ ' ' J o ' I ; . '  'I I iV ; , |  t : f  ; h,' ;u-;i.il()ijcK, P l u n i i j n  I'la.s n o  -i t l  y  ' —c h  ' ,
f .  . " 'O' ' . Ji-'i ' r  u "   ^ II il I'l'i- [V, ' i i 11 ; ■ i o , !,r i 0 U ;.',lr‘h "i. " p l o o c i j  o f l ,  p l i . i Og u^
, ' j'',~ f  lo IjM.i. '  ■ . 1 i ll  um -j 1 t er . i . - i  I f  Vi •, p o  s i h l y  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e
: u l i u o t i c ,  n f  f  r- l o o  - i u ( h ' , To  c o i  . p u c  i . v o n  ' /  i  t h  F I  a n t i  j n ,  - ■ i l i a n
i ,, 11'( f  . I o ■ i-i''I M/I I. Ml I ; M f  M  ^ 1' ,  'I'M  ^ ' • i f  ' ' i b l y ,  b e  r  ' • : f  MO t,  ; i.:(.iiit'-!iii]')oier{’'y
• , : i I I I I ' .  /'M ' o I'/i f.' 12 . i l l  I Ml Ml i f ' !  " . ' i " ' o c ' i l f  i i c h t e r ' d '  e l i . c h ,  d  i n g  : P l a c h "  s t a n d
'' ,i;t I."I I f  g! I , ,',r t i . r  if Of f . '■ mm j I'lOMt id n g  h "  a n d  ' i c h  d o u b l e  e n t r i e s  a s  " d a c h  j  . d a g h " ,  
A;' I f  M . ' lb' 'mm V i M I 11MI ' .  ^ ' I ' l l  HI o " i d  e v . t "  f I . i o c i è ' O ' l y  i n d i c a t e : ;  t l i a t  h e
p r , d ' ,  r i ' . i d  f i M  p e l  1 l u g ,  o f .  n l s Q  "m3  o r  h t  j .  i i a o - h t "  b u t  " l u a g l i i  j .  m a c  h t " ,
■ii'id I , h o n e  a î ' o  i n  o l f ' e c l ,  c r o m .  r e r M ' i ' M n r c "  t o  i l ' r ;  ' " u i  n e n t r  Lon " d a g ' n ,  ' l a e g h d ,  
a c u  t / ; ' . Hg l i  t "  J n i  c ) . l h e  K i l L a n u s  A u c  tun.  o f  I b A f  i n  .;io r . t  c a r . e r  p r e s e r v e s  t h e  
,0 i n . -  l n t o n e  i .
L l k o  i d  a n t  i J n  i n  r e  f l e e t i n g  t h e  m o r e  c u i . o n  ' - c h '  : p e l  ; i n g  i n  . - ' . e u r i e r  i.n 1 5 3 d :  
" i . e r c h ,  e a c h ,  t n e n t i c l ? ,  i . s e v e n t  i c ' n ,  t a c h  t e n t  I c h " ,  t h o u g h  a l s o  " W o o n s d a g " .  f n e  
' - c h '  . p e l  l i n g  i n  a l s o  t h a t  u s e d  b y  S e x a g i u n ,  e . g .  " d r o u c l i ,  h o e c l i "  I p l r o e g ,  h o o g ;  , 
t l . , . : ^ h  f i M ' - e  n i -n  n f o w  o x c o p t i  o n e ,  "w i i g ,  d r o e g ,  v l l i g ,  v r a a g "  w h i c h  ( l o e m a n n  
r e g a r d a  a n  -, i np . r  i n l . n .  T h i n  f i e o r y  d u e s  n o t ,  h o w e v e r ,  a c c o u n t  f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  
n o w h e - e  d o e s  b e x a g i u n  u s e  a  v e r b  s t e m  v ; i t h  ' - c h ' ,  b u t  a l w a y s  w i t h  ' - g ' ,  e . g .  o n
I ' o l . C l :  " T c   t ^ r g , . . .  11 g , . .  . w o e g ,  l i i g ,  w i l  g "  f r o m  t h e  i n f i n i t i v e s  w i t h  ’ - g e n ' ,
" t  i p o s s i b l e  t h a t  h e  w a s  I n f l u e n c e d  b y  t h e  l o n g e r  a l t e r n a t i v e  f o r m s  o f  t h e  1 s t  
. Mr uoi ' i ,  u c h  a n  " T c  1 ,i g ^ e " , a n d  f e l t  t h a t  t h e  f i n a l  c o n s o n a n t  o f  t h e  s t e m  w a s  
VO i c e d  ( c f .  s i m i l a r l y  c h a p . 7 ) .
T n  1 f d l , 3 y e a r s  a f t e r  d e x a g i u s ,  D e  H e u i t e r  p r o p o s e d  a  c o m p l e t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  
w a y  o f  s p e l l i n g  t h i s  f i n a l  s o u n d ,  n a m e l y  w i t h  t h e  s i n g l e  ' h ' ,  g i v i n g  s u c h  f o r m s  
a s  " g e s t a d i h ,  r a a h " ,  a n d  o t h e r  e x a m p l e s  n o t e d  a b o v e .  H e  h a d  f e w  i f  a n y  f o l l o w e r s  
i n  t h i s ,  t h o u g h  s e v e r a l  k n e w  o f  h i s  p r o p o s a l s .  C e r t a i n l y  b e  h a d  n o  i n f l u e n c e  o n  
t h e  T w e - s p r a a c k ,  w h i c h  p r e f e r r e d  t h e  ' - g h *  s p e l l i n g  t o  t h e  p h o n e t i c  ’ - c h ’ ; " D a t  
e n i g h e  d e  ’ g h ’ v o o r  ’ c h ’ w i l l e n  b e z i g h e n  v i n d ’ i c k  p r y s l y c k  e n d e  n o d i c h  i n  
w o o r d e n  d i e  v o o r t  m e t  ’ g h ’ v e r v o e g h t  w o r d e n :  a l s  ’ d a g h ,  z a g h ,  h a a g h ,  r e e g h , ’ om 
d a t m e n  ’ d a g h e n ,  z a g h e n ’ . , .  z e y d  e n d e  n i e t  ’ d a c h e n ,  z a c h e n ” ’ ( p . A 3 ) .  H e  d o e s  
r e c o g n i z e  t h a t  ’ g h ’ a n d  ’ c h ’ a r e  p r o n o u n c e d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  a n d  i s  a r g u i n g  s o l e l y
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on grounds of gelijkvormigheid, since the words in question are "met ’gh’ 
vervoeght". Thus he spells ’’ ’ lagh ’ dat van ’leg’, ende ’ick lach’ daar van 
'lachen* komt". A few words have ’-g’ spellings (cf.also chap.8), but none 
have ’-ch’, apart from printer’s errors (and parts of "lachen" etc.).
As the model for this usage, opiogol (tne putative author of the Twe-spraack) 
quotes the "Ghentschen Boëtius ghedruct int Jaar 1A85. (Hier) vind’ ick *voegh, 
wegh, dueghd, hoogh, jaagh, lagh' etc. met ’gh’ ghespelt". It is to be hoped 
that most of his readers took this at its face value, for by far the greatest 
part of the Boethius (spelt there "Boecius") of 1A85 has ’-ch’ forms. It may be 
that this is reading too much into Spiegel’s comment, as he does not actually 
claim that the whole beok has ’-gh', just that such are to be found there. Given 
this qualification, his choice of only relevant exwnples is perfectly justifiable, 
and he is by no means obliged to say that ’-ch’ spellings are in the majority, 
as that is irrelevant to his argument.
It seems probable that Gpiegel had some influence with this suggestion, but 
how much is impossible to say, as the spellings were already current. Amongst 
npmerous ’-gh’ spellers are Van der Noot, Van Borsselen, Hooft, etc.. Van 
Beaumont’s works are as varied in their ’-ch’ spellings as in those with ’-d’
(see chap.5), but show a significant development from approximately 90^ ’-ch’ in 
the Grillen (written c.1595) to approximately 60^ t ♦'-gh’ in the later Jonckheyt. 
But even long after Spiegel the ’-ch’ spelling was far from dead, and is used at 
the turn of the century by Stevin, Valcoogh, Roemer Visscher, Rodenburg,etc..
It has already been noted that sporadic ’-g’ spellings are to be found in 
Middle Dutch and in Sexagius and others, but up to the end of the 16th century 
no grammar had ever recommended its use as standard. In 1612 the first such 
proposal appears from Van der Schuere, who rejects both ’-ch’ and ’-gh’: "Dat (g) 
by velen in eenige plaetzen verachtelijken verworpen, ende in haer plaetze ’ch’ 
gebruykt word, dat geschied (dunkt ons) met al te weynig opmerkinge van eenvoud
ende meervoud; als ook mede van de eygenschap der woorden zelve, alsoo genoeg kan
gemerkt worden inde woorden ’lach’ ende ’lag’, die meest elk op eenderley wyze
schrijft. ... De ’g’ volgende haer kracht ende uytsprake in een Sillabe (en
vereenigd) haer nimmermeer met de ’h’. Dat nu vele, oft meest alle Nedcrlanders 
in zommige woorden de ’h’ aende ’g’ koppelen, voornamelijken daerze voor ’e,i,y’
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ende t’eynden inde Sillabe komt,...dunkt ons een ongegrond gebruyk te wezen"(21).
These ideas did not immediately find support. The following year Shiyters 
protested against the spellings dag’...'dog’...’wegh'(sic)... daermede in 
twijffel settende oftmen dag, iour, ofte een poock verstaet, oft men eenen koeck 
oft wech, om te gaen meynt"(p.5)• And it seems that his views are fairly 
representative of contemporary opinion, for few books of that time have ’-g’ 
spellings. For example the I6l4 edition of Hooft’s Achilles uses ’-ch’,whereas 
the 1626 Baeto has ’-gh’ (from a different printer). Similarly the I6I4 edition 
of Roemer Visscher’s Brabbeling has mostly ’-gh’ with a less frequent ’-ch’, but 
the pirated edition of 1612, entitled T'Loff vande Mutse"(printed "sonder (d)iens 
kennisse ende weete") has the older ’-ch’ forms.
And so was it for most writers: Works from this time by Coster, Heinsius and
Revins show ’-ch’. Van Mander and Bredero have ’-gh’, and Huygens and Camphuysen 
have both spellings, each with a (slight) preference for f-ch’. In 1624 De 
Hubert gives the same reasons as Van der Schuere in defence of final ’-g’, 
though with little more success.
It is still the more traditional view which is presented in Van Heule’s works, 
though the number of irregularities in both editions suggests that the typesetter 
did not fully agree with the views which he was putting into print. In the 1625 
edition (p.32) Van Heule declares that "De woorden die in ’ch’ eyndigen veranderen 
in het Veelvoudig ende ’ch’ (wordt) eene ’g’, als ’Heylich, Heylige, Zalich 
Zalige, Goedich Goedige’". Yet on p.31 he lists "Dach Dagen; Slag Slagen; wech 
weegen; Zog Zeugen; weg weegen", and on p.55 he gives the verb forms "zie zag; 
lach, loug". All of these cannot be blamed on the typesetter however, as Van 
Heule himself writes p.12 "Zalich of Zalig, Zalige", and most words with the 
suffix ’-ig/-ich’ in fact show the ’-ig’ alternative. In his 1633 revised version, 
as noted in the previous section, he expresses an inclination towards the ’-h’ 
spelling of De Heuiter, but does not actually adopt it, and reiterates the 
formula of the 1625 edition: "Heylich Heylige" etc., though again with the same 
irregularity elsewhere: p.6l "Dag Bagen" p.62 "Dach Dagen".
Between these two editions of Van Heule, three other grammars appeared: those 
of Dafforne, Ampzing and Plemp, and of these two agree with Van Heule. Dafforne, 
the first of the three in 1627, in preferring ’-gh’, follows the example of the
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Twe-spraack, although he knew of the efforts of Van der Schuere to substitute 
’-g’. Ampzing, like Van Heule (1633)>admires De Heuiter’s ’h’ spelling, but does 
not adopt it. It is possible that Van Heule received encouragement in the 
adoption of De Heuiter’s spellings from Ampzing's praise, as although he mentions 
De Heuiter in the 1625 edition, he does not recommend adoption of any of his 
spellings, nor discuss them in depth; for example no reference is made to the 
'-h’ spelling in the 1625 edition.
Ampzing in fact follows Van der Schuere and De Hubert: "De enkele gevolg 
letter des meervouds, op ’t eynde des eenvouds, achte ik geheel noodzakelijk, ende 
en kan niet sien, hoemen anders kan oordelen, als wy de reden plaetze willen 
geven. So schrijf ik ... ’heylig heylige’, ende niet... ’heylich’... De ’g’ heeft 
in ’t eynde der zilben het selfde geluyd met ’ch’"(p.34-5). This reasoning is 
rejected by Van Heule in 1633, as such a spelling suggests to him an inaccurate 
pronunciation: "deze woorden "Dach, levendich, Hant, geleert’ vallen in het 
uytspreken lichter als ’Dag, levendig, hand, geleerd’... Wy oordelen ... dat wy 
meerder reden hebben om volgens onze uytsprake te schdjven dan dat wij om des 
gevolgs wills, anders zouden schrijven, dan wy behoren te lezen".
Plemp, the third mentioned above, rejects both the ’-gh’ and the ’-g’ forms, 
saying with Van Heule that one should not take the ’g’ from "geloovige" and 
deduce "geloovig(h)", but preserve the traditional manner of final '-ch'becoming 
g’ in inflexion; his ruling is "dat wij makende, niet (als ’shederd mijns vrunds 
H.I.Spiegel’s tijden) van ’geloovige' ’geloovig’, of ’geloovigh’; maer ouelik ende 
wel van ’geloovich’ ’geloovige’, stellen ’g’ voor ’ch’; om de woord-leden beter 
an een te binden. Angesien dat de... ’g’ in ’geloovige’...bind(t) beter, dan... 
de ’ch’ van ’geloovich’ soude doen. voor welcke ’ch’ onse achteloose Letter 
voochden ... te quaelik ’g’ of ’gh’ ghaen setten". This spelling here proposed was 
used by Plemp in his book"Der Herdoperen Anslach op Amsterdam"of 1631.
The traditional view was also adhered to by the Bible translators, rejecting 
’-g’ and ’-gh’: "In adiectivis et substantivis, an interdum ’ch’, an ’gh', an ’g’, 
ut in ’goedich, moedich, rechtveerdich, heylich, eeuwich’... Conclusum scribenda 
per ’ch*, quod in incrementio syllabarum et plurali mutetur in 'g'. ’heylige, 
eeuwige’". But the "Réviseurs" seemed doubtful about this, and added "promiscue", 
- i.e. either spelling is acceptable. Further on the résolvions show great
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inconsistency compared to their argument above, by proposing "'droeg,vroeg'... 
promiscue per 'g' vel 'gh'",-n.b. no alternative with '-ch'!
One of the few dictionaries to use final '-ch' spellings in the 17th century 
was that for French and Dutch published by Waesberghe, first edited by Mellema, 
and later by D ’Arsi; this has '-ch' in all editions between 1587 and 16941 The 
first edition(only) has the then current Southern spelling "dagh"(only), where 
the other editions have "dach". Even when the editorship was taken over by Th.
La Grue in 1699 the '-ch' spelling was retained, though it was well out of date.
Although the usage of the States Bible was to have considerable influence on 
the spelling practices of many, the arguments of Van der Schuere, De Hubert and 
Ampzing began to find ever more support, and ’-g' spellings become moreand more 
common, though at first still in the minority alongside the '-gh' spellings 
recommended by the Twe-spraack. These latter are still used for example by 
Starter, Hooft, Vondel, Stalpaert van der ^iele, Krul, and,alongside the '-ch' 
spellings defended by Van Heule, by such as Barleus and De Ruyter; many, such as
Bontekoe, used both systems with little consistency.
Appearing just after Van Heule's 2nd edition, Montanus's Bericht of 1635 also 
advocated retention of the '-ch' spelling. However, whereas Van Heule may be 
considered as carrying on the traditional forms, Montanus had evolved a thoroughly 
re-thought spelling, and uses '-ch' as part of his phonetically based system. Like 
Van Heule he rejects the rule of gelijkvormigheid: "Inde Inlantse (woorden, wort) 
by veel ten menzlen vande afcomst 'g' voor ’ch'...gestelt: als in 'ic lieg, deugd, 
...' voor 'liech, deucht’". In accordance with the usual rule "dat deeze 'ch' int
verlengen der woorden in 'g' verandert, eeven gelijc de 's' in 'z', en de 'f ' in
'v'", he spells all words with '-ch'. At least, he considers this to be the 
spelling for words whose inflected forms have '-ge'; for those which have '-che', 
e.g."rochen", he is attracted to the rule of retaining the form which is obtained 
by removing the inflectional ending. As he spells such words with a double 'ch', 
e.g. "rochchen", this gives "rochch", although he does not in the end adopt this 
system (see chap.17). On p.78 he expresses his dislike of the "new" '-g' forms: 
"In't Neederduits (en eindigen) geen woorden, zonder vercorting, in 'g'... 
(hoewelder veel geschreeven worden)".
The next grammar to appear was that contained in Hexham's dictionary. As this
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is for the most part a translation of Van Heule (l633), similar comments are 
found, e.g."In the Netherdutch words there fais some alteration of letters; as 
'ch' is changed into 'g', or 'ge'...; as 'Heylich' and 'Heylige'". But again, 
as with his rules for final '-d' (see chap.5), Hexham does not apply this spelling 
to the entries in his dictionary (based on Mellema), writing instead "eeuwigh, 
eeuwige, dagh", but making a distinction between "wech, away; wegh way" which 
Mellema did not (cf.chmp.18).
Much the same is true of Beyer in 1661, being a brief precis of the same 
work (Van Heule 1633), and expressing the same sentiments; "Wy achten ook dat men 
in veel plaetsen 'ch' in plaetse van 'g' hoort te stellen; als 'dach' en niet 
'dag'... ora de raeeste lichtigheit der uitsprake waer te nemen"(p.103)• The 
revised edition of Hexham by Manly in 1672 omits the paragraph on letter changes. 
This may be a mere oversight, or it may have been edited out, if Manly considered 
it out of date, as the alternation of '-t/de, -ch/ge, -c/cke' which it discusses 
are all no longer current, making the paragraph invalid. Beyer's second edition 
of 1681 however is unchanged.
Kok, in 1649, similar to Hexham, spells '-gh': "ghestadigh, dagh", though he 
uses 'gh' also in Initial position which Hexham did not. Unlike Hexham again he 
keeps the 'gh' in the inflected forms "eenighe, zelfstandighe" etc. There is a 
strong suggestion that Kok was influenced by the Twe-spraack (see chap.8).
The '-ch' spelling was by now rapidly becoming obsolete, though it is used by 
some, for example Van Engelen c.1650, Jan de Witt in his letters c.1665, and very 
often in Luyken's Duitse Lier of 1671. The printer of the latter actually seems 
to be following a system of his own: he uses '-ch' after a short stressed vowel 
"wech, zach, lach, zech, dach, raach" and before 't' "uchtent, licht, mocht, lecht, 
ongenuchte, zuchten", and 'g' after a long vowel "toog, zoog, oog, boog, genoeg" 
and in the suffix '-ig' "heylig, eeuwig"; this also involves 'gt' after long 
vowel, as in "ploegt, maagt, daagt, vaagt, vreugden". 'ch' is also used in 
"moochlyk, onmoochelyk#". This system cannot accurately be said to be based on 
gelijkvormigheid; it msiy also be the basis for the apparently irregular usage 
of several others.
Some light on the current confusion is cast by Hillenius (l664,p*5):"When 'ch' 
coraeth in the end of a word, 'gh' is now used in roome of it, or 'gh' and 'ch'
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are interchangeably made use of in the same words (by many), as in reading their ' 
wrytings you may pbserve". It is interesting that he makes no mention of '-g'.
In later editions, though the comment is retained, the spelling is modernised to 
'g', sometimes with unfortunate results: the logical entry "lach, lough, 
ghelacht or ghelaght" of I664 and 1677 becomes the peculiar "...gelagt or gelagt" 
of 1678 and 16861
Both the '-gh' and the '-ch' spellings were becoming slightly less used now, 
though still fairly common ('-ch' less so), and,as will be seen,it was to be many 
years before '-gh' died out completely. Its function was not however always the 
same as in the earlier spelling systems (see also chap.8). Van der Weyden rejects 
what he considers to be the old-fashioned '-ch', condemning those who "bijna geen 
onderscheyd weten te maken ... tusschen 'ch* ende 'g', stellende 'dach' voor 
'dag'" (he does not mention '-gh').
A further foundation stone for the 'g' spelling, now becoming very common, 
was laid in 1653 by Leupenius. In fact he does not specifically discuss this 
spelling, but rejects such spellings as "hant" for "hand", and in general adopts 
a very rigorous gelijkvormigheid spelling (see chap.17). The following year Van 
den Ende was more explicit in his rejection of older systems: "De overvloed van 
lettren heb ik geschoudt, zoo veel my mogelijk is geweest. ... Derhalven spelle 
ik bondig en kort: Aldus,...'Leeg, Slag,...' Ende niet na ouder gewoonte ...
'Leech, Slach'". Mere economy is not his only motive, for he also follows the 
gelijkvormigheid formula: *"dag ... draag ... weg' &c ende niet 'dach ... draach... 
wech', want men niet en behoord te schrijven 'dachen... drachen' &c maar 'dag-en, 
... drag-on'",- the hyphenated forms are to show which nart is the stem, and which 
the ending. The several '-ch' entries in the actual dictionary must be laid at 
the door of the printer.
Two eminent users of the older '-gh' spelling at this time are Cats and 
Vondel. The latter spells '-gh' in all his works, with the inflected form '-ge', 
but 'h' retained before suffixes (des berghs). These two writers were not alone 
in this usage, especially as their combined eminence, to which was added that of 
Hooft, made them serve as examples to many writers, e.g. Pers, Croon, Anslo. In 
the North such spellings are moderately conservative by this time, but were still 
the normal spelling in the South, e.g. in Pointers and De Swaen; Vondel may have
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learnt this usage in the ^outh, and Southern influence on Cats in Zeeland cannot 
be ruled out. Whems most contemporary Northern grammars were now converted to 
>-g’, Southerners were only just beginning to use such forms (for which a 
possible reason is mentioned below).
Bolognlno, in 1657, claimed that the spelled words should "overeen-koraen (met) 
den klanc oft geluydt van de gesprokene, darse de teekenen van zijn" - a qite 
progressive view. He abandons '-gh' in all positions; "In 't schryven van de 
sillaben salmen ... achterlaten de letteren df nft nodig an zyn, ende namentlyk 
de 'h', achter de 'g', als zynde noodeloos"; printing errors with '-gh' are not 
unknown in his book however. It is not impossible that Bolognlno was influenced 
in this usage by Van den Ende, to whom he often refers, though his comments are 
more usually critical than laudatory.
Although Bolognlno's arguments may have found some followers in the South, 
they certainly found no sympathy from Binnart when he revised his Biglotton, for 
the ultra-conservative Binneirt keeps '-gh' in all words (as also in initial 
position, cf. chap.8). His first edition (1635) has a slightly different usage 
(e.g."dach"), so this is a conscious change undertaken in the revised version. 
Final '-gh' alternates with '-g' in Van Helderen's English grammar and dictionary 
of 1675, with a (slight) preference for '-g', and although Niervaert (1676) uses 
'-g', he includes in his syllable lists (p.7), for syllables containing 'h', the 
example "ha, agh". ‘^ gnificantly this is changed in the 1743 edition to "ha,ach". 
Most editions of this work however have an individual spelling, ususilly depending 
on both period and place of publication.
The next grammar to comment on this spelling was the Verhandeling of Nil 
Volentibus, c.1673. The compilers accept the now more or less standard '-g' 
spelling, and note that "bijna geen onderscheid te hooren is" between 'ch' and 
'g' "inzonderheid op het einde der syllabae". For this reason it is permissible 
to rhyme "achl/zag, dag/belach, noch/bedrog" which they note in the works of 
Hooft (Geraert van Velsen I), Huygens (Korenbloemen I) and Vondel (Palamedes III) 
respectively.
Richardson, writing in his Anglo-Belgica of 1677, does not seem to accept the 
'-g' spelling (possibly influenced at least in part by Hillenius),- he knows only 
the d-ternation between '-ch' and '-gh': "'ch' & 'gh' are mutually used,especially
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in the end of a word, as 'mach' or 'magh', may, 'waardich' or 'waardigh', worthy; 
where Note, That 'ch' is never pronounced as it is in English in the word 'which', 
or the like; but like 'gh' in 'ghost'; or like 'k'". This last comment is of 
especial interest in that it may reflect a variant Northern pronunciation. It is 
often remarked that the Twe-spraack refers to 'g' as being of a "dicker geluyd 
dan ..,'k'", and that Bredero uses "bruck, seek, vlack" for "brug, zeg, vlag",in 
the same way that Coster uses "'k seek"(see for example Weijnen §14)(cf.also 
Leupenius's use of "sik" mentioned above). Richardson would here seem to be 
supporting this pronunciation.
Conversely certain dialects, especially in the South, had a very soft final 
pronunciation for '-g', often inflaence by the retention of '-e' (cf. "brugge, 
ik zegge"etc.). This may in part explain the predominance of '-gh' spellings in 
the South, as against ^h' in the North, though there is no direct proof of this. 
In the same context one may recall Plantijn's entry "haegh, hage" whereas most 
other words had '-ch', and the fact that Sexagius uses '-ch' in nouns and 
adjectives, but always '-g' in the present tense of verbs (see above). Of 
I relevance also is Multatuli's later use of "wech, sech, lech" in Woutertje 
Pieterse to give dialect colour;- if the final pronunciation is normally /ch/, 
what difference can he be showing but the tendency to hardening, possibly in the 
manner suggested by Richardson, though apparently not going as far as /k/.
It is quite possible that some at least of the uses of '-g' or '-gh' in final 
position may reflect the state of the writer's dialect. On the other hand it 
would be fallacious to assume that all '-gh' spellers pronounced a final voiced 
consonant and that all '-ch' spellers used the (specifically Amsterdam) /-]%/ 
pronunciation. Nonetheless a '-gh' in the South/ '-ch' in the North dichotomy 
is apparent, and may in part stem from such dialectal differences.
Much more radical than any of his predecessors, Winschooten in 1683 rejects 
'ch' in all positions except in 'sch-' and loan words; "soo men 'leggen' meet 
uitspreeken met GG, waarora soude men schrijven 'ik lech', met een GH? Uit dit 
bewijs komt voort, en moet noodsaakelijk volgen, dat men niet en moet schrijven 
'ik draach', maar 'ik draag' om dat men seid 'draagen', niet 'ik saach', maar 
'ik saag' om dat men seid 'saagen'". He also rejects einy use of 'gh'. Van 
Helderen in the same year also has final '-g', and is just as radical in his
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avoidance of 'ch' as was Winschooten: "voor al op 't einde der woorden behoortmen 
'g' te schrijven, als 'dag, nagt', voor 'dach, nacht'". There is a similar 
comment in the Kort-Schrift Boek.
A late occurrence of '-ch' is to be found in 1684 (Beyer's mention of it in 
1681 is mere retention from the 1st edition), in Ph. La Grue's Grammaire Flamande; 
he seems to be referring to a continuing contemporary use of '-ch' rather than a 
former habit. Speaking of letter changes he writes that "Tous les mots finissans 
en 'ch' ou 'gh', changent leur 'ch' ou 'gh' en 'gen', comme 'dach' ou 'dagh', 
jour, 'dagen'; 'slach' ou 'slagh', coup, 'slagen' &c. Mais on peut écrire tels 
mots avec un seul 'g' comme 'dag' pour 'dagh'"(p.87). It is worth noting that he, 
writing possibly mainly about Southern usage, regards '-g' as a(mino^usage ("on 
peut écrire..."). The '-gh' spelling also described by La Grue as being current 
can be found for example in the 1688 edition of Meijer's Woordenschat, though this 
is retained from the earlier editions. Van Attevelt also still knew a '-ch' 
spelling in 1682: "'g' en 'ch' komen op het eynde van een lettergreep in klank 
genoeg over een, maar nochtans moeten vele woorden med 'g', ende niit med 'ch' 
geschreven worden",- his own rule is gelijkvormigheid (e.g. jagen-jaag-jagt).
Starting from 1691, within 17 years there appeared five major new 
contributions to Dutch grammar and spelling, and at least four (relatively) minor 
works, and all three of the existing spellings mentioned above,- '-ch','-gh','-g',
- are to be found amongst them. In 1691 when Sewel published his English and 
Dutch dictionary he included a section on Dutch spelling, in which he defends the 
rules of gelijkvormigheid. Or at least he does so for most cases, as he 
inadvertently omitted all reference to '-^-ch', though he does discuss '-gt/-cht'. 
In the later editions he added a paragraph about the pronunciation of 'g', for 
the use of English readers, but still said nothing about '-g/-ch'. This omission, 
if intentional, can only mean that Sewel did not consider '-ch' a contemporary 
spelling, and his usage is quite consistently with '-g'. So too was that of 
Duikerius (1696), Van der Linden (l696), Kuyper (c.1700), and Van Hoogstraten, in 
his gender lists. The latter, though certainly a major work, does not deal 
extensively with spelling, though certain comments are included, and the usage in 
the lists is highly unsystematic.
In 1703 Nylo5 also defends the '-g' spelling, which is a little I strange as he
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is a fierce proponent of the '-t' spelling (see chap.5): "Ik hebbe ook tot noch 
toe 'heiligh, rechtvaardigh, genadigh, waardigh, deught, vreught', neffens 
anderen met 'gh' geschreven, maar zie nu dat de 'h' hier niet nodig is, en dat 
men met de 'g' alleen volstaan kan"(p.l3). The 2nd and 3rd edition (l707ff) omit 
the reference to his previous usage, merely stating that "In'heilig,rechtvaardig, 
genadig, deugt, vreugt', kan de 'g' zonder 'h' wel volstaan"(p.42). He does not 
even consider a '-ch' spelling for these words, though he uses it in the 
undeclinable words such as "zich, doch" (Winschooten c.s. use '-g' even in these, 
where there is no question of gelijkvormigheid).
Such a spelling did however occur to Hilarides, who uses it not only in Ins 
Nieuwe Taalgronden of 170$, but also in his other works, such as his translations 
of Nepos and Phaedrus, even to the extent of changing the name of his main 
linguistic opponent to "Van Hoochstraaten" (in the polemic preceding the Phaedrus). 
Sporadic '-g' spellings are possibly due to the printer's unfamiliarity with the 
system, as there is no pattern to them, except that the suffix '-ig' is always 
spelt with 'g'. In derivatives however this reverts to 'ch' (different sound?), 
e.g. "grondig; meenichte, koddichste".
As mentioned above, the '-gh' spelling had all but died out in the North, 
being last defended by Kok in 1649, and Dafforne in 1627, though very many more 
had used it. Put now, in 1706, it was to see a revival, but with a slightly 
different function (see also chap.8). This was in the grammar of Moonen. His 
fundamental system is to use 'gh' in final position only (never initially), to 
indicate the hard pronunciation of /ch/. But his rules and exceptions are very 
complex, and seemingly arbitrary;
"I De Wortelwoorden in eene G eindigende, laeten achter zich geene H toe; als 
'leg, zeg, zaeg, vraeg, reig, buig', en andere.
II. Zelfstandige Naemwoorden, na eenen langen klinker of eenen Medeklinker eene 
G hebbende, wraeken insgelyks de H; gelyk 'Aegt, maegt, jeugt, deugt, hoogte, 
droogte, ruigte.' De Byvoeglyke woorden, als 'Graeg, traeg, veeg, hoog, droog, 
ruig' en diergelyke, zoude ik van uitzonderen, en onderscheits halve met eene 
H in het einde schryven.
III. Zelfstandige en Byvoeglyke Naemwoorden, die na eenen enkelen klinker in NG 
eindigen, verwerpen de H; als 'Bang, eng, jong, lang, sprong, heining,wooning',
IV. Zelfstandige Naemwoorden, voor de G eenen enkelen klinker hebbende, neemen 
eene H achter die aen; als 'dagh, slagh, zogh, bedrogh, maght'. Ook 'braght' 
van 'brengen'.
V. Alle andere Naemwoorden, het zy Zelfstandige, het zy Byvoeglyke, die in het 
Eenvoudige getal na eenen enkelen klinker in eene G uitgaen, die in het 
Meervouwige verdubbelt wordt, wraeken de H achter de G; als 'Vlag, dag (pugio), 
log, vlug, rug, brug', en andere"(p.8).
All of this needs more than a cursory glance to digest, but in summary form it
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rules: that adjectives with a long vowel (ll), and nouns with a short vowel in 
the singular and long vowel in the plural (IV & V) take a final 'h', as does 
"braght". Everything else has '-g'. What exactly is the reasoning behind this?
It cannot depend on the length of the vowel per se, as nouns take '-g' and 
adjectives ’-gh’ (ll), and all verbs take ’-g’ (l). Nor is there any connection 
with the inflected forms, as all words listed have ’-ge(n)’. The basic 
distinction seems to be the differentiation of substantive types; yet it is not 
at all clear why he should need to distinguish adjectives with a long vowel from 
nouns also with a long vowel (ll), as there are few if any homonyms. IV and V 
give an 'h' to nouns (only) whicHj.engthen their vowel in the plural, e.g. "dag - 
dagen", with "maght" calling upon "mogen" to legitimise the ’-h’ . This leaves 
"braght" with no related long-vowel form. All other words with a short vowel 
+ /ch/ & ’t’ he spells with ’-cht’: "CH, scherper dan de G... wordt altyt ... 
gebruikt (in)... 'Acht, zacht, recht'"(p.$). He may retain the ’g’ of "braght" 
because of the ’g’ in "brengen", though he does not say this specifically, nor 
does this explain the ’h'. The only possibly explan^tion is analogy with "maght".
In fact Moonen is not very explicit on why he uses 'gh' at all: "De H wordt 
van zommigen achter de G in het einde des woorts, daer zy van outs plagh 
geschreeven te worden, verworpen onder het voorgeeven van overtolligheit. Maar 
zy is noodigh en brengt den Woorden in de uitspraeke hulp toe",- but the only 
examples he gives are for the visual differentiation of homonyms. To be true he 
does ascribe a different pronunciation for 'g' to the words in rule V, - the 
"geluit dat ... van de Franschen door 'gue' wordt uitgedrukt". Accepting this as 
a reason for omitting 'h', - i.e. to show the different sound, does not explain 
the lack of ’h' in verb stems and nouns (I,II), which have a normal Dutch /g/. It 
must be assumed that he includes in II such nouns as "maag, vraag", though all 
the examples have '-gt'. It is worth noting that the spelling of Moonen's 
Vragen aan den Here J.v.Vondel, c.1671, does not agree with the rules later laid 
down in his grammar (e.g. "dogter, leeftoght"), so it must be assumed that he 
first formulated the rules when engaged on the compilation of that work.
The fifth of the major works mentioned above to appear at the turn of the 
century, was the Idea by Verwer, published anonymously in 1707. This work is 
principally cocerned with language itself, and largely ignores questions of
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spelling. When he discussed his views in Dutch (the Idea is in Latin) in his 
Seerechten, p.204, he commented merely that Vondel and Hooft had a good usage, 
which is a little strange as he does not emulate them, but abides by contemporary 
standard spellings with final '-g' and a limited use of '-cht'.
The three most influential of the grammars mentioned were Sewel, NyloG and 
Moonen, all frequently reprinted, so it would be reasonable to expect to find the 
tenets of e ach applied by certain writers. Very many certainly followed Moonen, 
usually not very exactly, simply using his spelling as a basis for their own 
inclinations; Ludolf Smids, Foot and Zeeus show the most common deviation in 
that they use '-gh' for almost all words, ignoring completely Moonen's lists of 
exceptions. The much admired poet Joan de Haes abided more strictly to the rules.
Even more people followed the rules of Sewel (consciously or not), again 
more or less exactly, and though their usage was very often at variance with some 
of the rules, Sewel's '-g' (and '-d') spellings were no ahost fully accepted. The 
followers of Winschooten's ■'g'-everywhere" system also used final '-g', which 
thus added weight to the arguments in favour of abolishing final '-gh', as did 
the support of NyloS, though the three were radically different in other usages.
It is rather surprising, bearing contemporary grammatical usage, to find 
published in 1710 a book with mostly '-ch' spellings, and a rather archaic 
spelling in general. This is De verborghen Wetenschappen van het Cloosterlijck 
Leven by the Southerner Van den Kerchove. '-gh' spellings do occur but are in 
the minority. This is a good example of the way in which a book may have a 
spelling out of step with contemporary usage, either because the printing took 
place long after the writing, or because it is a reissuB of an earlier work.
It must not necessarily be assumed that it represents a contemporary usage.
With hardly any exception it is now true that every grammarian was to follow 
the example of Winschooten, Sewel and NyloG in proposing a simple '-g' in final 
position, though not all agreed with the former that words such as "tog, dog, 
zig" should also have '-g' (see for example Steven, vhap.18).
This is not to say that '-gh' died out quickly. Both Van Belle and Frans de 
Haes still think it necessary to argue against its use as part of the Moonen 
system in mid-century. In the South '-gh' was still widely used until late in 
the century, not particularly out of adherence to Moonen, but rather because it
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was the traditional Southern spelling practice, though most grammars opposed it 
(Bincken, Snoeijmes etc.). Aerschot still has '-gh' throughout in 1766, and this 
is^airly tyj)ical, though somewhat late. By the 1760's the '-gh' spelling was 
certainly very uncommon in the North, so much so that when it was used, it 
merited a comment from Zeydelaar: "V(raag). Pleeg men eertijds ook 'gh' te 
gebruiken? A(ntwoord). Ja: en Hoogvliet doet 't nog, schrijvende 'magh, nogh'
&c. doch deese spelling wordt, met reden, van weinige gevolgd". This is quite 
correct insofar that most editions of Hoogvliet's Abraham preserve the original 
spelling of 1727, when '-gh' was very common, but misleading in the claim that 
he "doet 't nog" since Hoogvliet was already dead I Holtrop's reference in 1783 
to the fact that "Sommige gebruiken nog de H achter de G in DAGH, HEGH, VLAGH, 
WEGH" may be alluding only to the Southern usage, as too may Bolhuis in 1793*
In 1777 new thought was applied to the subject when Kluit expressed a wish 
for the reversion to the Middle Dutch more phonetic spelling with '-ch'; "Men 
kent bij de Ouden dien gewaanden en verdichten regel niet, dat men schrijven moet 
'dag, weg, beleg', met een 'g', omdat men zegt en schrijft 'dagen, wegen, 
belegen". Further on he proposes "dat de sluitletter CH voor G op dezelfde 
gronden regelmatig bouwt, als de S en F voor Z en V, en ook altijd gelijkredig is 
veranderd geworden". As with his other spelling proposals, he realises that they 
are rather Utopian, and abides by contemporary usage; he does admit however that 
a system involving the use of 'g' in all positions, though inferior to the system 
he proposes, is at least preferable to the current situation, and: more 
acceptable to the public. Very similar thoughts had appeared in the Taal en 
Dichtkundige Bijdragen of 1760 (1,218), where it was pointed out that consistency 
would demand the spellings "wep, lant, graf, zach, huis". And like Kluit they 
finally opted for '-g' (cf.chap.7).
It may well have been this discourse of Kluit's which Siegenbeek had in mind 
when he proposed no change in the accepted spelling, adding "Wat nuttigheid toch 
kan de wederkeering tot het gebruik der Gudheid aanbrengen, daar, bij de 
tegenwoordige Schrijfwijze, de oorsprong der woorden, in stede van verduisterd, 
veeleer in klaarder licht geplaatst wordt, en het onderscheid van klank tusschen 
de 'g' en 'ch' niet zoo in het oog loopend is, dat de plaatsing der eerste voor 
de laatste eenigen merkelijken aanstoot geeft?",- he places the depiction of the
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word's origins in the spelling far above the accurate phonetic representation.
De Neckere disagreed with part of Siegenbeek's statement, in that, as far as 
he could see, one could safely spell "'kuch, kugh, kug, sucht, sught, sugt'... 
sonder dat het oor daer ontrent eenig gevoelyk verschil kan, of soude konnen 
waernemen"(p.4). This is basically a good point, that the choice of letters used 
depends merely on the system preferred by the writer, and does not imply any 
difference in pronunciation. David (Belg.Museum 111,1849) disagreed with a part 
of Siegenbeek's statement in a different way. He was not altogether satisfied 
with the inconsistencies of the gelijkvormigheid-based spelling; "De stem kan 
inderdaad niet berusten op zachte medeklinkers als 'd' en 'g'; en daerom is het 
dat nog heden geen neerduytsch woord eyndigen kan of mag op eene 'v'of op eene 
'z'. Maer de Ouden waren daerin veel consequenter dan wy; en uytgaende van dat 
beginsel, schreven zy zeer getrouw 'wijngaert, werelt, geleert, hoeft'; en zoo 
ook 'ic mach, lach, dach, noch, menech, dorstech', enz.". The current '-g' 
spelling (like that with '-d') is inconsistent if '-v' and '-z' are prohibited.
Much the same arguments as those used by Kluit 89 years earlier are to be 
found in Carlebur's book on Siegenbeek, Bilderdijk and others in 1856. This is 
partly because he strongly disliked Siegenbeek's system; "Siegenbeek verbant met 
miskeening van afleiding en uitspraak de 'ch' als sluitletter (n.b. it is one 
letter)•.. niet in alle woorden, want dan hadde men eenen te eenvoudigen en te 
makkelljk op te volgenen regel gekregen"(p.19). It must not be thought, however, 
that in his opposition to Siegenbeek he was supporting Bilderdijk, for he is just 
as critical of similar inconsistencies in the letter's system, -"deze ongelijkheid 
en willekeurigheid der beide hoofdstelsel is te berispeliker, wijl men allés tot 
de volmaakste orde kan te rug brengen door - in navolging der oude en der 
spreektale de 'ch' steeds als sluitletter, uitgezonderd in de lettersamenstel- 
lingen 'ng' en 'gg' te bezigen". The 'gg' is to allow the forms "vlaggen" etc. 
with 'g' at the end of a syllable. But Carlebur's is a lone voice, and found 
little active support (cf.chap.4). In fact he did not adopt the final '-ch' 
spelling himself, though he did use 'cht' in both nouns and verbs (see below).
Carlebur was to find a radical ally however ten years later in the person of 
J.H.Halbertsma; "Toen ik het stelsel van Siegenbeek in handen kreeg, vond ik zulk 
eene volkommene beginselloosheid, en die zoo diep geworteld in het gebruik, dat
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ik alle herstel voor ten eenen maal onmogelijk hield". One spelling for which he 
wished to see a "herstel" was the final ’-ch' (like Kluit and Carlebur). This he 
desired for all words regardless of grammatical category: "noch, berch, teruch, 
heilich, ik lech, ik zech" etc. In Taal en Letterbode III De Jager criticised his 
inconsistency in adopting '-ch' for '-g' but not '-t' for '-d', which is a valid 
objection. Halbertsma used this spelling of his in an article "De Friesche Kerk 
te Rome" in De Vrije Fries, 1866, but usually followed the standard Siegenbeek 
system, in deference to public opinion and "gebruik". Unfortunately for Carlebur 
and Halbertsma, everyone else did the saune, and nothing more was heard of the 
'-ch' spelling for almost a century.
As mentioned in the previous section, it may be thought odd that, although 
both proposed radical alterations in the spelling system in favour of a more 
phonetic usage, neither Land nor J.te Winkel felt any need to abandon the 
accepted gelijkvormigheid pattern. Land thought it simply unnecessary, but Te 
Winkel considered it inferior: "De medeklinkers van het woordeind scherp te 
schrijven, omdat zij daar wel dikwijls, maar toch niet altijd, scherp worden 
uitgesproken, zou als consequentie het invoeren eener sandhispelling vereischen, 
en dat zou de spelling veeleer moeielijker dan gemakkelijker maken, zoodat de 
tegenwoordige spelling naar analogie van de verbogen vormen daarboven te verkiezen 
blijft". This conclusion is doubtful, as no spelling reformer, however keen on 
phonetic spelling, had ever felt that the representation of sandhi assimilation 
between consecutive words was at all "vereischt", though it was a well-documented 
phenomenon, e.g. by Van Heule and Montanus especi^ly. Indeed these had in fact 
used '-ch' spelling and neither had proposed a sandhi spelling, except Montanus 
in compound words only. Te Winkel seems to fail to distinguish between a phonetic 
law of Dutch, namely that final consonants are unvoiced, and the assimilation 
tendencies which in some circumstances retain/restore the voicing, and which are 
by no means the same in all dialects. Like almost all others who proposed this 
view he saw no need to apply the same argument to final '-f and '-s' (see chap.
7 & 11), but restricted it to '-b, -d, -g'.
Isolated changes, such as Thijra's preference for "gezach" on the grounds that 
it had no plural (cf. his spellings "iemant, niemant"), are known, but the most 
well known reform movement of the period, the "sdnol" of Kollewijn, had no desire
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to abandon the gelijlcvormigheid rule, which is not (as Te Winkel implies) the 
same as analogy (see Introduction). Consequently the '-g‘ spelling did not come 
under attack from them, nor was its change even discussed in the Marchant reforms 
or the post-war "spellingwet" as embodied in the Woordenlijst of 1954°
Wille, in his opposition to Kollewijn, had felt that if the letter's 
Voorstellen were accepted, further moves, including pressure for '-ch' and '-cht' 
were inevitable. The first of this accurately foreseen renewed attack on '-g' 
came in 1956 from Klflck. As mentioned above he proposed a new letter for /ch/, 
basically a streamlined capital 'G'. This he used in all positions where /ch/ is 
heard, including in final position, giving the equivalents of "krampachtich, 
teruch, zach" etc., thus showing that he was a supporter of a phonetic spelling 
and rejected the gelijkvormigheid rules.
In the following year Rombouts also rejected these rules, proposing instead 
'-ch': "Zoals ' v' staat tot 'f, ' z' tot 's', 'b' tot 'p', 'd' tot 't', zo staat 
' g' tot 'ch'". His application is identical to that of Halbertsma a century 
earlier, and of Montanus three centuries before, giving the forms "dach-dagen; 
hooch - hoge; zech, vliecht; vlachde, lechde; gezecht, gezechde" by analogy with 
"graf - graven; lief - lieve; geef, geeft; leefde, laafde; gelaaft, gelaafde" 
respectively. His only doubt was in the ending '-ech' (= '-ig'),"omdat dit 
tenminste uitedijk op een revolutie gaat lijken,...(maar) aanvaarden we die niet 
dan blijft een groot stuk in ons spellingsisteem scheef zitten"(p.36). Thus he 
is forced to accept the consistent spelling as in "weinech".
This reform did not appeal to all, however. Wellekens, though adopting the 
letter 'x' for /ch/, used 'g' in "vligtbyg". Nor did the V.W.S. adopt it, 
despite pledging their support for the change from '-d, -b' to '»t, -p'. They 
still spell "mateg, zinneg, hog" alongside "toch", as in the Woordenlijst. The 
Rapport and Eindvoorstellen likewise made no concession to the small plea of 
Rombouts,and it is perhaps surprising that he received no more support than he 
did.
The probable reason for this is the natural aversion to using a double letter 
('ch') in final position in all words instead of the obviously simpler '-g'.
There is here more than a hint of confusion of "simplicity" and "shortness". The 
adoption of a new letter, or adaptation of an existing one to a new use is
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probably too radical to gain widespread support or encouragement, no matter how 
logical and simple it would be, and no matter how much its rejection creates or 
preserves inconoistencies in the system formed by any eventual adoption of the 
'-t' and '-p' spellings.
The spellings '-chde' and '-icheldt
These two spellings, as in the words "voechde" and "eeuwicheit" are both 
related to the spellings discussed above, as in both cases the 'ch' occupies 
final position in a syllable, though not in a word.
When in Middle Dutch the normal final spelling was '-ch', the imperfect forms 
of the weak verbs whose stem ended in '-ch' correspondingly had '-chde'. Thus 
can be found in the Exercitium "eechde", and in Sexagius "zaachden, claachden, 
daachden, beweechde" (B5.v*). Later on they are to be found in other '-ch' 
spellers, e.g. Plemp's "dreichden". De Ruyter's "vraechde, volchde".
One of the very few grammarians to discuss such spellings was Montanus: "Inde 
Inlantsche (woorden) wort ... dicwils ... 'ch' voor 'g' gebruikt: als in ... 'ic 
vraechde, maechden'... voor ... 'vraegde, maegden'". Here it can be seen that 
this problem also applied to nouns ending in '-cht' whose 't' changed to 'd' in 
inflexion. Montanus abides by the then more normal form and changes both the 
'ch' to ' g' and the ' t' to 'd', whereas many earlier writers would change only 
the 't', and retain 'ch', as in the examples above. His reason for changing 
both is that both become voiced, and that '-chde' is therefore an inaccurate 
spelling. Van Heule did much the same ("deugdelic, deucht"), as did most others. 
The Bible translators adopt "Vreucht, vreugde"(see discussion on 'cht' below). 
There was not quite so much inclination to apply the same rule to nouns, as the 
'ch' in such as "vreuchd" could not be associated with a form with final '-ch' as 
could "volchde" with "volch"; thus 'ch' tended to be retained more often before 
'd' in nouns (vreuchde) than in imperfect tenses (volgde).
Two of the later proposers of a '-ch' spelling, Halbertsma and Rombouts, used 
the more conservative form and changed only the 't', leaving in Halbertsma such 
forms as "voechde, volchde, lechde" alongside "hij zecht, voecht" etc. (Carlebur 
used '-gd' in nouns and participles, "deugd, gezegd"). Rombouts, like Montanus, 
realised the unrepresentativeness of the '-chde' spelling, but nonetheless adopts
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it by analogy with "leefde", though not without reservations, as he thinks that 
•-gde’ would really be better: "We hebben schema I en II als norm genomen voor de 
andere drie, omdat de 's-z'- en de 'f-v'-regeling sinds lang zonder tegenspraak 
aanvaard en ingeburgerd zijn, en mede omdat we op die manier tot de absolute 
regel komen: aan het eind van een woord of stam wordt nooit 'v, z, d, b' of ' g' 
geschreven. Toch kunnen we ons niet ontveinzen, dat we zo in konflikt raken met 
de grondi^egel: schrijf wat er klinkt. Wij zeggen niet: leefde, vreesde, topde, 
zaachde, niet geleefde, gevreesde, overtopde, gezechde, maar: leeyde, vreezde, 
tobde, zaagde, geleeyde, gevreezde, overtobde, gezegde • Schrijven we deze 
woorden op de laatste manier dan moet in de norm-schema's naast de reeds 
voorgestelde korrektie (gevreest, geleeft) nog een tweede worden aangebracht: 
leefde wordt leeyde, vreesde wordt vreezde. Waarmee dan korresponderen: zegde, 
gezegde, schrobde, geschrobde enz., als ook deugdelijk (deucht), jeugdig (jeucht), 
maagden (maacht), voogdij (voocht). De absolute Uegel: altijd 'p, ch, f, s, t' 
aan het eind, wordt dan beperkt met: als bij meervoud of verlenging een 'd'-klank 
volgt, wordt *b, d, g, v, z' geschreven. Moet er een beslissing getroffen worden, 
dan zijn wij voor deze laatste regeling onraiddellijk te vinden. Ze wordt echter 
in deze verhandeling niet doorgevoerd. Dat wij bij verdeling in lettergrepen 
krijgen: vreez-de, beev-de, is geen ernstig bezwaar. Ook 'puzzel','mazzel' 
zullen we moeten afbreken: puz-zel, maz-zel; verg.: dob-ber, bed-ding, leg-gen"
(p.37). Thus his "schema V" for 'g* and 'ch* contains the forms "vlachde, lechde, 
gezechde, gezecht". He could also have pointed out that having to change more 
than one letter in inflected forms would be unacceptable tdjmany, though this can 
be countered by the fact that a large proportion of early writers found no 
difficulty in so doing.
The other spelling concerned here is that which occurs when an adjective 
ending in '-ch' receives the substantivising suffix '-heid'. This should result 
in a double 'h', which the vast majority of '-ch' spellers simplified. Thus 
Middle Dutch normally has the forms "traechait, heilicheit"; the Twe-spraack 
(a '-gh' speller 1) has "naersticheyd, nieuwicheid", the Bible translators use 
"eeuwicheyt, heylicheyt", Huygens uses "tegenwoordicheyt", De Ruyter has 
"hoocheyt" etc., etc.. The compound suffix '-sch+heid' usually retains the 
double 'h', however, though simplified forms are not unknown (e.g. Zeeus uses
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"heuscheit").
The same simplification would also take place when the same words were used 
by '-gh' spellers, e.g. Roemer Visscher's "saligheydt", Hooft*s "twijffelacht- 
igheidt"(Waerneraingen No.33),etc.. The spelling '-igheid' often merely represents 
the suffix added to a simple '-g', but that it did often result from a 
simplification is shown by such other spellings as "ondraaghlijk" (Meijer). The 
problem was not the same for '-gh* spellers, for whereas '-igheid* can be held to 
represent the full sound, using * g* for ' gh*, '-icheid* does not do so unless the 
'h* of '-heid* is assimilated with the *ch*. This did occur in speech, but it 
leaves a noticeable inconsistency to spell it in this way.
Only a handful of grammars discuss this spelling, and these usually did so 
because they realised that if the basic word already had a final '-h', then adding 
'-heid' must logically result in '-chheid', a form which they did not find. Van 
der Schuere was the first to point out that '-igheyd' did not constitute a use of 
'gh', when he wrote "dat de 'g' volgende haer kracht ende uytsprake ... in een 
Sillabe haer nimmermeer met de ' h' en ver-eenigd; maer zoo de ' h' haer ergens 
komt te volgen, dat maekt dan een verdeelinge van Sillaben, als in ' eeuwigheyd, 
hooghertig*". Dafforne considers "goed-ig-heyt" and "goed-igh-heyt" equally 
acceptable syllable divisions, but rejects "goedicheyt" as impractical.
By far the most thorough on this spelling is Ampzing, who uses the forms with 
'-chheid' as a reductio ad absurdum argument in favour of abandoning the old-
fashioned '-ch' spelling which causes them;
"De naemstammige woorden in ' heyd' eyndigende dwingen ons genoegzaem tot dese 
spellinge, als 'naerstigheyd, voorsichtigheyd', want so wy de voorlaetste zilbe 
met 'ch' op 't eynde tegens het klaer gevolg immers spellen willen, so moeten 
wy twee ' h' by malkanderen schrijven; also de laetste zilbe daer mede ook moet 
beginnen, als 'naerstichheyd, voorsichtichheyd', het weIk noyt gesien en is.
Hier tegens tv willen seggen dat gemelde woorden niet in 'heyd', maer in 'eyd* 
uytgaen, is (onder verbeteringe) maer eene ydele bemantelinge van eene 
overtuygde dwalinge, ende een tastelijke misslag; want so mostmen dan 'goedeyd, 
sterkeyd, wijseyd' spellen. Dit geeft ons met enen merkelijk te sien, dat wy 
ook in alle de uytgereckte naem-stammige woorden in ' heyd' uytgaende, de 
voorlaetste zilbe met eene ' g' behoorden te eyndigen, ook daer geen gevolg van 
de 'g' aen vast is; als 'slechtigheyd, dolligheyd, stoffigheyd*, ende 
diergelijke; want 'slechticheyd' en speld geen 'slechtigheyd', maer 
'slechtic-heyd'; ende en kan daerom de rechte spellinge ende uytsprake, die hier 
vereyscht word, niet voldoen"(p.35)•
I It is significant that Ampzing claims never to have seen a '-chheyd' spelling 
("het weIk noyt gesien en is"). Such forms did occur however, and one very 
well known example is in the poem "Ghij Hailichheidtjens" by Hooft; Plemp also
117.
uses "hoochheid", though other examples seem elusive. Van Heule (1633) had 
accepted the traditional spelling: "woorden welke in ... 'icheyt*... eyndigen 
... als ... 'Goedicheyt, Zoeticheyt'"(p.l38).
Montanus, the last writer to discuss these spellings, approaches the subject 
from his usual ruthlessly logical angle, - the word ends in '-ch', the suffix is 
'-heit', so the spelling must be '-chheit'. On p.29 he discusses the vatious 
misprints to be found in the book, e.g. "'ch, s, f, t, p' voor 'g, z, v, d, b'. 
... Ooc hebje 'y' of »ij, ss, ff, ck, cx, ch' voor 'i' en *ijj, s, f, c of k, cs 
of X, chh en kh'",- the last two respectively in such words as "omstandichheit, 
beweechelijkheit".
With the demise of the spellings in '-ch' and '-gh' the problem disappears, 
as there was no longer any question of doubling, though as mentioned above, it 
was little of a problem before, as most writers simply did not consider a *-hh-' 
spelling. Only with the resurrection of the '-ch' spelling by Rombouts did the 
question reappear, and the latter, like Montanus, logically uses the forms 
"bijkomsteohheden, onenechheit"(p.83,89). The simplification by Seeldraeyers of 
Rombouts's 'ch' to 'c' would restore the '-ch-' spelling to such words, but this 
time without any inconsistency.
'ch', 'gh', ' g' before ' t'.
The treatment of [/ch/! when followed by|/t/Jias not always been the same as 
that afforded to /ch/ in final position, though by their nature they have much in 
common. In both cases an etymological /g/ has become unvoiced according to a 
regular Dutch sound law, one demanding loss of voice at the end of a word, the 
other loss due to the lack of voice in the following consonant. This latter in 
effect means when followed by /t/ (sometimes spelt 'd' as in "jeugd"), as in 
Dutch the only consonant which can come after /g/ or /ch/ is /d/ or /t/ 
respectively, apart from inflected forms (hoogst, Haags), compounds (vraagbaak, 
hoogleraar) and the abnormal "oogst" (from Latin "Augustus"). Thus when a root 
/g/ came to be followed by a /t/ in derivatives (klagen, klagt) it would lose 
its voicing. And this is where the similarity to the treatment of final /ch/ 
appears, as many writers applied gelijkvormigheid to such spellings, giving 
alternating 'cht/gt' depending on what other words, if any, the word in question 
was felt to be related to.
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Before the introduction of the gelijkvormigheid rule, it would be expected to 
find only the phonetic 'cht' spelling in all words, regardless of their kihship. 
This is in fact the case in Middle Dutch, with forms such as "dochter, hij zecht, 
vraecht, klacht, jeucht" being normal; occasional 'ct' spellings are noted in the 
early texts, e.g. "acterste, lictelic"(see first section above),- the latter 
to be found in the records of Brugge for 3th March 1264 (Obreen & V.Loey). Forms 
with 'gt' are also to be found, though infrequently, e.g. "regtere" (op cit.) and 
Hoebeke records that spellings with 'ght' are sometimes to be found after c.14-00; 
"voeght, vrughten", which coincides with the rise of final '-gh' (see above).
The 'ght' spelling became more common along with '-gh', and thus "ghebraght" 
is found in iambrecht's Nederlandsche Spellijnghe, and "raacht zie maght" in his 
Naembouck,- he evidently knew both spellings, but preferred '-ght'. Plantijn 
shows a hint of gelijkvormigheid in that all nouns have '-cht' (macht, recht, 
licht), but the imperative of "liggen" is"light". With this in mind it is very 
conspicuous that Kilian had different thoughts on contemporary spelling habits. 
Most of his entries have '-cht' (acht, achte, achterdocht), but several have 'gh' 
(klaghte), and some have cross-references, e.g. "maght j. macht; tocht/toght", 
where 'cht' is the preferred spelling. These variations are all to be found in 
the 3rd edition (1599) onwards, including Van Hasselt's reprint (1777) and the 
Kilianus Auctus of 1642. Sexagius on the other hand has perfectly regular 'cht' 
spellings, including the verb forms such as "liicht".
The spellings of all these writers accord with their spelling in final 
position; Lambrecht '-gh', Plantijn '-ch', Kilian '-ch/-gh', Sexagius '-ch' 
(though cf. above for the letter's use of "ic lii^"). This is also true of De 
Heuiter who uses his new 'h' spelling in "ahter, ahten, aht" etc.. Similar forms 
are not unknown from earlier times; Obreen & V.Loey include "verkohten"(p.373).
When Spiegel applied the gelijkvormigheid rules to final spellings, he did 
not do so for 'ch' before 't', at least in nouns. The noun spellings in the 
Twe-spraack (misprints apart) have '-cht', e.g. "kracht, schicht", whereas the 
present tense forms of verbs have 'ght'; "volght, voeght, tuyght", just as was 
the ease with Plantijn. It is probable that Spiegel was only thinking in terms 
of final 'gh', since he only thinks this spelling "pryslyck ende nodich in 
woorden die voort met 'gh' vervoeght worden", which does not apply to 'cht' in
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nouns, as is also shown by the examples he uses.
This usage represents more or less accurately the spelling habits for many 
years: 'ght' in verbs when the writer spelt the stem in '-gh', otherwise '-cht'. 
With the wider adoption of the gelijkvormigheid spelling for various consonants 
the situation changed somewhat. Where the final 't' was replaced by 'd', the 
'ch' preceding it was often also changed to 'g'. Thus, for example. Van der 
Schuere uses "jeugd, deugd" instead of the older "jeucht, deucht". His rule is 
that wherever '-d' is used 'g' precedes it, be it in nouns (jeugd) or verbs 
(volgd, voegd, eyndigd), otherwise 'cht' (gewicht, gebrocht). The only exception 
is in "legt"(p.35) and "zegt"(p.61,- more usually "zeyd"). All nouns, except 
those in '-gd' have '-cht',- "kracht, recht" etc..
For a long time after Van der Schuere, usage continued to be predominantly 
'-cht' in all nouns, though verb forms were now usually spelt with '-gt' or '-ght', 
depending on the choice of the writer in accordance with his choice for final /ch/. 
Thus those who usually spelt /ch/ at the end as 'ch', e.g. in "dach", used "volcht", 
those who spelt "dagh" used "volght", and those few who spelt "dag",like Van der 
Schuere, used "volgt/volgd"(cf.chap.6).
The first grammarian to propose the extension cf gelijkvormigheid to 'gt/cht'
in nouns was De Hubert in 1624, who recommended the use of ' g' before ' t' in verb
forms other than the present tense, e.g. "gebragt". His reasoning is slightly
different from Van der Schuere's, for whereas the latter argues from the inflected
forms of the noun itself,- "deugd" because of "deugden?- De Hubert also argues
from related verbs: "De 'g' voor 'ch' gesteld beteekent, dat het woordeken 
»
'duegd', van 'duegen' komt, ende niet van 'duechen', 'twelk geen duiits en is ...
So spell ik 'mogt' met 'g', ende niet met 'ch',- om dat het van 'mogen' komt: So 
worden ook alle de Mededeelende woorden oft Naem-woorden gespeld beiide naar haare 
eiigenschappen ende mijt den gevolge, geliik; 'gebragt' met eene 'g', om dat het 
van 'brengen' komt ... ende ('gedaagd') met eene 'g', om dat het komt van 'dagerf". 
Conversely he retains 'ch' for words with no related form with 'g' e.g."verdacht".
Just as the final '-g' spelling proposed by Van der Schuere and De Hubert was 
very slow to find widespread acceptance, so did De Hubert's use of 'g' before 't'. 
Van Heule (1625) still spells "deucht, deugdelic; dacht, docht, bracht, brocht, 
mocht", as he also uses '-ch' forms. Dafforne's policy is to retain his final
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'gh' before inflectional endings and suffixes: "draeght, graeghte, menighte”, 
but otherwise use ’cht': ’’ghe-acht, ghemachtighde, kracht" (like the 
Twe-spraaok), Ampzing does not discuss these spellings fully, merely noting 
that 'h' "wil...gaerne achter de ’c' gesteld worden, als 'recht, slecht, licht’, 
daerse met de ’c ’ te samen een geluyd slaet als onse 'g'". He also spells 
"magtig, mogt", presumably on the same basis as De Hubert. Both Ampzing and 
De Hubert have other spellings in common, and influence is very probable.
De Heuiter's '-ht' spelling is mentioned by Van Heule and Ampzing: "Als G voor 
eene T of D komt, zo verandert de G veeltijts in H, want voor 'Ligt' zeggen wy 
'liht', voor 'Bedaegt' zeyt-men 'Bedaeht', alzo ooc 'Volht' voor 'Voigt' etc." 
(Van %eule 1633 only,148). Neither actually adopts it. Apart from this comment 
the two editions of Van Heule have the same usage here, and he may also have 
been influenced in his praise of '-ht' by the occurrence of such forms as "maht" 
in the Old High German texts which he includes at the end of the book.
Just as with final spellings, the Bible translators accepted either 'oh' or 
'g(b)',- allowing both "bracht" and "bragt", but apart from this word they do 
not discuss 'cht' spellings as such. "Krachte" and "vreucht" are raised in the 
Privatim Observata, and the many variants for these three words which are given 
must surely have been drawn from contemporary usage: "a 'brengen' in imperf. 
an 'bracht', 'bragt' an 'braght', an 'brocht' vel 'broght'? an vero promiscue?
An 'vreucht', an 'vreuchd*, an 'vreugd', an 'vreugde' vel 'vreughde', 'vreughd', 
an vero promiscue?". They decide in the end that the most acceptable forms are 
"bracht, bragt" (either), "vreucht, vreugde".
This same spelling '-cht/-gde' is advocated by Montanus (see section on 
'-chde' above), and he lists among the misprints "'g' voor 'ch'...'volgt' voor 
'volcht'". His usage is thus 'ch' before 't', regardless of its function, in 
full accord with his phonetic spellings in other positions.
Popular usage however was slowly coming round to the idea put forward by De 
Hubert, that 'cht' in nouns should be relinquished in favour of 'g(h)t' where 
appropriate. Thus Hooft uses "klaghte, moght, deught" in his Waernemingen, and 
Kok uses "maght". Many more continued more or less along the lines laid down 
by Dafforne and the Twe-spraack: e.g. Bontekoe "mochten, brachten; menighte,
hooghte", H exham's dictionary entries "gebrocht, gedacht, gesicht; geterght.
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geëght, voleyndight", and Cats: "kluchtigh, mocht; gewaeght, hooghte". A few 
still used the old-fashioned way with '-cht* in all positions, such as De Ruyter’s 
"volcht, braecht, drochste, lycht", and Revius's "deuchden, mocht".
But in 1653 a new proponent of the *gt* spelling in nouns came forward in the 
person of Leupe&ius. As was so often the case with others, he did not actually 
discuss this spelling, but his usage is quite clear: not only the normal "seggt, 
beweegt, jeugd", but also "mogten, opsigt, jagt, gebragt" as against the forms 
"achten, kracht, dacht, wrocht". It is posible that there is influence here from 
De Hubert as their systems have other aspects in common (see especially chap.17),
From about 1645 Vondel had adopted a similar system, but using 'gh* instead 
of 'g*, giving:"zacht, recht; jaght, naght, moght, vlught, broght, bezondight". 
Because of his wide readership Vondel's spelling was to have considerable 
following in the years to come, and much the same usage, in this respect at 
least, is to be found, for example, in the writings of Brune and Meijer (early 
editions). His usage may also have been partly responsible for the affection 
shown by Moonen towards '-gh' forms (though cf.chap.15).
In the 1670's the Verhandeling of Nil Volentibus Arduum threw its weight 
behind the ' gt' system first used by De Hubert and Ampzing, thus spelling "bragt, 
mogten, pligt, inzigt; kracht, verzocht, gedacht",- all to be found in the works 
of their main spokesman Pels. And after this date, whether or not due to the 
not inconsiderable influence of Nil Volentibus, these spellings become more and 
more accepted.
A new form of spelling made its appearance in grammars in t h e 1680's, and was 
to constitute a major threat for the basically gelijkvormigheid spelling of those 
mentioned above. This was the system used by Winschooten in 1683, though he does 
not discuss it. This system is much more simple than any of its rivals, -'ch' 
was rejected in all positions before 't' (and at the end of words), and 'gt'
('-g') substituted, even when there were no related forms containing 'g'. Not 
only are the standard 'gt' spellings (gebragt, volgd, gesegt) to be found, but 
also such forms as "agten, regt, hij wagt, kragt, agter, sagt". In fact 'ch' is 
only used in loan words (Chirurgijn, Chrdstus), and in *sch-'. It was even 
avoided, as will be seen in the next chapter, in the words "lachen, lichaam", and 
a few,even more radical, would not allow even 'sch' (see chap. 13). Such forms
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had indeed occurred sporadically before, e.g. "agter, magtig, 's nagts" (and 
similarly "dog") in Hooft's Waernemingen, c.l633, and Broekhuizens's Gedichten 
of 1677 regularly uses them. Few have them as consistently as Winschooten, 
though these prior usages would explain why Winschooten did not discuss the 
system, - he may not have regarded it as original. It is used almost fully 
consistently in Van Helderen's English grammar and dictionary of 1675, and his 
Dutch works of 1683 (see above): "magtig, agter, gesigt, nigte, agtloos, zagt" 
etc., though he occasionally uses 'ght' (always in "aght"-8,- for differentiation 
see chap.18), but never '-cht'. Heugelenburg's poems of 1682 have exactly the 
same system as Winschooten did the year after.
This spelling pattern quickly gained a wide following, although, as with 
most spellings, it is impossible to say which if any grammars "caused" it, as 
opposed to merely reflecting its popularity. It is very tempting to ascribe the 
widespread popularity of this new system to the general confusion amongst common 
people as to which words needed 'cht' and which 'gt', in the same way as much 
confusion was later caused for those same words by the Siegenbeek system. So that 
whereas some may have used 'gt' forms in ignorance or uncertaintly before, they 
could now do so with the backing of a grammar, and a simple formula like 
Winschooten's would be eagerly received. This seems to be the case, but in the 
absence of direct contemporary comment on the subject, the attribution of its 
popularity to public confusion must remain no more than an attractive hypothesis.
Two followers of the system were Gar go n (1686) and Duykerius, the latter both 
in his Schouwburg of 1696 and in his Voorbeelzels of 1693 (e.g. "tragten, regt, 
nagt, lugt"). Neither of these, and few of those mentioned below, emulate every 
usage of Winschooten, merely having the same thoughts on 'gt' (and 'g'). Kuyper, 
at the turn of the century, uses "geslagt, opsigt, agterste" (though ' cht' forms 
also appear), and literary usage can be found in the works of Van Alkemade, Pars, 
and, sporadically, the Boekzaal.
All three current usages are recorded by La Grue in 1684, possibly indicating 
that 'gt' forms were already widespread: "Où le 't' se trouve après le 'g', ou 
'gh', ou 'ch', au singulier, il demeurre ausi au plurier comme 'maght',puissance, 
'maghten'; 'vlecht', tresse,'vlechten'; 'schicht', flèche, 'schichten'". He is 
discussing here final 't/d' but his side comments on "'g', ou 'gh', ou 'ch'"
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are very illuminating as to the variance of current usage, though it may be that 
the '-gt' cases he refers to are those which had existed since De Hubert, rather 
than to Winschooten's newer forms.
In 1691 however the older method received strength fro# the influential hands 
of Sewel, who consistently applies the gelijkvormigheid rules, so much broadened 
in their application as to be more approachii^ etymolgy-rules, giving the forms 
"gebragt, gedacht" etc. These forms, like those of Winschooten, were to have a 
wide application in the future years, based on his various grammars (in butch and 
English) and dictionaries, also aided by the natural adoption of his system in 
the Boekzaal whilst he was its editor (July 1702 - December 1705), which thus 
ensured a constant exposure of the literary public to such forms. The 
inconsistencies in the entries of the 1691 dictionary are to be explained as 
misprints and errors, e.g. the consecutive entries "Knecht, een Meester-Iüiegt, 
Knechten, Lans-Knechten, Lands-Knegten".
The system which Moonen evolved for final spellings (see above) was extended 
to cover the cases of nouns with 'g' followed by 't'. Verb forms had 'gt', as 
the "Woortelwoorden" had '-g' (rule I), derivatives of adjectives in '-gh' had 
'-gte' (11), nouns with a long vowel had '-gt' (II), those with a short vowel 
had '-ght', as did "braght, gebraght"(lV), all words with no related word with a 
'g' had 'cht': "acht, recht, klucht, dacht".
The year, after Moonen, in 1707, Verwer presented his system, which seems to 
be a hybrid of Winschooten's and Sewel's formulas. He spells "bragte, gewigte; 
dochter, gedachtenisse, kluchtig, onachtsaem" as would Sewel, yet "Digteren, 
regte, Uitregtenaer" as Winschooten, and the suffix '-agtig' also has 'gt' (p.27); 
- although on p.28 he derives this suffix, now spelt '-achtig', from the verb 
"achten", this is exceptional, and, as it were, used for the sake of the argument©
For the duration of the next 150 years all spelling systems for ' gt/cht' can 
be said to have adopted the forms of one or other of this handful of grammars 
which appeared around the turn of the century; viz. 'cht/gt' depending on related 
forms (Sewel), 'cht/ght/gt' (Moonen), all 'gt' (Winschooten), mixed or more or 
less arbitrary (Verwer). It is therefore the most illuminating if future 
developments are treated as schools dependant on their respective spelling- 
master s, though it cannot be over-stressed that this does not imply that the
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writers named were consciously following any particular grammar.
The school of Moonen is quickly dealt with,- he found much support amongst 
influential writers for several decades, notably Hoogvliet, Joan de Haes (who 
occasionally drops the ’h' from 'ght'), and, differing somewhat more radically, 
Sraids, who prefers 'cht' to 'ght' on the whole, e.g. "gebracht", Pooti^ who rarely 
uses '-ght', and Zeeus, who is more inclined towards 'gt', even where Moonen has 
'cht'. All these are typified as belonging to the Moonen school by their use of 
final '-gh' (see previous section).
The later editions of Meijer (e.g.1745) have a modernised spelling. In the 
1669 and 1683 versions are to be found "toegeleght, moghten, vermoght, gebraght, 
gebezight" etc., which now lose the 'h' in favour of 'gt'. As the 'cht' and final  ^
'-gh' remain unaltered, this is now the same spelling as that used by Poot, - |
i.e. the modified Moonen system.
Many Southern works also have this use of '-gh' and 'ght', but here it is 
probably more a matter of tradition than adherence to Moonen's tenets. Such 
texts often show the use of 'ght' in a great many positions and words usually 
spelt otherwise in the North. Aerschot, for example, with a typically conservative 
Southern spelling in 1766, has forms such as "light (ligghen), plaght, brenght, 
gevraeght, seght, besoght, maeght", as well as 'ch' forms such as "placht, macht,
I
toevlucht, vruchtbaer, gesocht", and occasional forms suchjas "menichte". Ij
Conspicuous by their absence are any grammars echoing the rules formulated 
by Moonen. j
It is largely meaningless to speak of a "Verwer school", as this would J
constitute those spellers who use 'cht/gt' with no immediately obvious reason for |
their choice. This group does not include those writers whose spelling is
chaotic, but those who remain consistent within their system, even though it is
arbitrary. There is naturally little or no relationship between the respective 
systems of such users.
There are in fact very few in this category, the most eminent being Ten Kate. 
Although he has a marked preference for the 'gt' forms, such as "zagt, egter, ||
agter, slegts", he consistently spells "kocht, docht"(-from both "dunken" and 
"denken"), and "brocht, bracht, gebrocht" - this latter despite the 'g' in
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"brengen" which caused many to write "brag(h)t". One of the few grammars to 
show such an arbitrary distinction was the Spel-boekje voor eerstbeginnenden, 
which lists "plegt, nagt, pligt, vlechten, slechte..."(not all Siegenbeek forms). 
Most Nut works followed a gelijkvormigheid 'gt/cht* system (see below).
Mention can be made here of O.van Haren's Willem I, which has throughout a 
'gt' spelling, yet for almost every word with this 'gt' there can be found at 
least one instance of the same word with 'cht', e.g. "magt/macht, gedagt/gedacht, 
hij wagt/onverwacht, nagt/nacht, bragt/bracht". Such chaos is by no means rare 
in the mid 18th century, and is the natural result of the simultaneous use of at 
least two fundamentally different systems - those of Sewel and Winschooten.
During the 18th century one of the major schools, with respect to ' gt' was 
that propagated by Winschooten, being at least as common as the gelijkvormigheid 
system of Sewel. But there is a very intriguing split in the school, for 
whereas users of the system were common in both the Northern and Southern 
Netherlands throughout the century, with only a handful of exceptions all the 
grammars recommending its use emanate from the South, nearly all Northern works 
arguing for the rules of Sewel.
Only two of the relevant Northern grammars have any claim to being 
"important",- Van Belle and Zeydelaar. Earlier in the century it is used in the 
grammars of M.S. and De Vin (1711,1716), and the same forms are to be found used 
irregularly in Hoogstraten's lists. It was mentioned above that Van Hoogstraten 
did not discuss spelling at length in his list, and that its usage is erratic, 
but this muat not be taken to mean that he had no views on other spellings. In 
his editing of Hannot's Latin-Dutch dictionary in 1704 he makes the following 
comment, concerning "het klein onderscheit zyner spellinge en de myne. Hoedanige 
zyn veele woorden van eenigen met 'ch' of 'gh', en hier met een enkele 'g' 
geschreven als *agt, agter, geagt, gebragt, regt, zig' enz.". It is possible 
that since first publishing his lists he had formulated his views more clearly, 
or that he had more control over the spelling used.
An important comment on the current situation is contained in Halma's French- 
Dutch dictionary of 1729, discussing spelling changes vis à vis earlier editions: 
"'ch' van een medeklinker gevolgd, heeft men, na 't voorbeeld der beste
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Schrljvers dezes tijds in 'g' veranderd, uitgenomen in het woord 'achter' met 
desselfs t'zamen gestelden". Yet he does not explain why "achter" should be 
excluded I Matin'# dictionary (e.g.1730) also has only 'gt' spellings.
When in 1743 a new edition of Van Niervaert's Letterkonst appeared it showed 
a major spelling change in the text as compared to the 1676 edition. Whereas the 
earlier version has such spellings as "kracht, magh" the later edition has the 
newer spelling which was then in use;"dogters, mogten, ambagten, slagt".
The first of the two "major" works mentioned (i.e. full scale grammars), that 
of Van Belle in 1748, supports the basic 'gt' spelling, but with a strong use of 
'cht' for the purposes of differentiation. His fundamental rule is: 'gt' whatever 
the derivation,- "Somraigen spellen 'ik zach, ik dacht', van de Werkwoorden 'zien, 
denken' enz: met de GH, in plaats van de G, maar zonder nood: want wie zal iemant, 
die zelf gelds genoeg hebbende zonder noodzaaklykheid, by eenen anderen daarom te 
leen vraagt, niet voor dwaas houden? En moet men ze dan ook voor zodaanig niet 
achten, die, aan de G genoeg hebbende, zonder nood nogtans de CH te leen 
georuLLXen; terwyl dezelve tog in ' t Neerduits aan het einde der woorden nooit 
behoeft of behoort gebruikt te worden, dan om daardoor eenigsins de onderscheidene 
beteekenissen van sommige woorden te vertoonen: Nog erger is ' t wanneer men spelt 
'hy bracht, men mocht, het deucht niet', van de Werkwoorden 'brengen, mogen, 
deugen' enz: want dusdoende raakt men de eigenschap der woorden zoverre uit het 
gezigt kwyt, dat noch Vreemdeling noch Neederlander, die de gronden onzer Taale 
zoekt magtig te worden, dezelve eenigsins reegelmaatig kan nagaan"(p.lO). His 
citing of derivation in support of "bragt" is superfluous, as he also advocates 
'gt' in all cases I
In his second edition, 175$, there is a reference to Sewel's pronouncement 
that final 'ch' sounded the same as 'g', for example in "Ach, Recht, Licht, Doch, 
Luc ht ... say ag, regt, ligt, dog, lugt" (dictionary). Van Belle disagrees with 
this equating of the two, insofar as it may suggest that the two forms are 
interchangeable: "CH kan ook dienen om een onderscheid te maaken tussen ...'Licht' 
(dat schynsel geeft) en 'ligt' (dat gemaklyk of niet zwaar is),'Doch' (een 
tzaamenvoegsel) en 'Dog' (een hond). Maar geenszins voegtze in 'ag, kragt, zagt, 
regt (dat niet krom is) lugt'",- apart from "kracht" the same examples as Sewel.
Sinkel has no objection to Halma's adoption of 'gt': "hy (mag) yry de 'ch'
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overal uytwerpen, daar ze niet nodig is, of •er een 'g* voorzetten, als het 
geluyd die vereyèt, dat is dan halven arrebyd bespaard, door een letter, voor 
twee te spellen", Sinkel*s support of Raima's system is discussed, and 
disapproved of, in Pieterson's Rhapsodia of 1776, where it is claimed that he 
"de 'ch' schier heeft willen uitmonsteren".
The only other important Northern grammar to recommend 'gt' is the Spelkonst 
of Zeydelaar in 1769. He uses the same system as Van Belle,- 'gt' except for 
homonym differentiation, e.g. "digt"(adjective),"een dichter". In the Vervolg of 
1772 he writes the following on 'cht' spellers: "Dat men schrijvt 'kracht, macht, 
schacht, schicht' gelijk DOFFORNE (sic) en anderen willen, kan men nog toe 
geeven. Naauwkeurige en kiessche Taalkenners zijn 'er ondertusschen, die deese 
woorden ook met ' g' schrijven". Amongst these "naauwkeurige en kiessche 
Taalkenners" he naturally, and modestly, includes himself.
In 1777 came the last appeal for ' gt' from Northern lips, though its proposer 
did not in fact adopt it. This was Kluit, in his Vertoog, and, as mentioned in 
the previous section, he would ideally have preferred the '-ch','-cht' spelling 
in all cases. But, realising this to be unacceptable to most, he suggested that 
an overal '-g/gt' spelling would be better than the current situation. He also, 
like Winschooten, utterly rejects the use of 'ch(t)' for differentiation.
Although he was fully aware that the ' g' in both cases was pronounced unvoiced, 
he thought it preferable to sacrifice exactitude in favour of simplicity. Only 
’gt' is used in T.A.C.P.'s spelling lists, and, as late as 1799, the 'gt' system 
was used in the grammar of Schwiers, for all words except "uchtend/ochtend". It 
is possible that he inherited this usage from Zeydelaar, who he often emulates.
This '-^'gt' system formed a much greater part of the Northern spelling 
practice than the number of grammars proposing it might suggest. At the beginning 
of the century Van Alkemade and Pars (a friend of his) used 'gt' and this same 
usage is carried on by the former's son-in-law Van der Schelling. It is also 
used in the often reprinted spelling books of Heugelenburg, who only mentions 
’ch' as a misuse for 'g'. Van Rhyn, and the Nuttig en Noodig Speldboekje, though 
they contain no discussion on the subject. Van Overschie (whose main spelling 
oddities are discussed in chap.13,15), used only 'gt', but his minor literary 
works could not have much influence. This is certainly not true however of three
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of the major works of the later 18th century, one a literary best-seller, and 
the other two major works of reference.
The first of these, and probably the most influential was the monumental 
21-volume Vaderlandsche Historié written by Wagenaar in 1749-59. Whether the 
spelling used is his own or his printers cannot be known for sure, but in it 
there is a conscious avoidance of 'cht' spellings. This does not go quite as far 
as Winschooten's usage, as the strictness of the rule is modified to allow for 
homonym differentiation, in the manner of Van Belle and Zeydelaar (though for 
different words). Thus he uses "licht"(noun), and the verb "toelichten", as 
distinct from "ligt, ligtelyk". This function seems to be restricted to "licht/ 
ligt" however, as he makes no distinction between "digt/digtersj agtste/agtten". 
All other words have 'gt': "egter, nagt, berigt,"etc. His only use of 'ch' apart 
from "licht/lichten" is in 'sch', in "toch, doch, noch" and foreign names such 
as "Childerik, Armorichen"(cf. "Klovis").
The major literary work which had a similar usage was the Kleine Gedigten of 
Van Alphen in 1778. He is stricter thaiii Wagenaar, allowing 'ch' only in "ach, 
chocolade" and 'sch',- not even for differentiation. At the end of the century 
another major work showed this spelling,- Ghalmot's Biographisch Woordenboek,1798. 
This is more in line with Wagenaar's system, and uses 'ch' in "doch, licht",but 
also in "achting" as against "agt"(8). There are other, major, differences 
between their systems which rule out any consideration of wholesale copying: 
Ghalmot does not use final '-sch', and employs a '-v' spelling in "zelvde, Graav" 
which is absent from the other. In each of these respects Ghalmot's usage is 
identical to that used by Pars in his Index Batavicus of 1701, likewise a 
biographical dictionary, and it cannot be ruled out that Ghalmot had used this 
predecessor of his, whose work he prsdses in the text, and possibly borrowed his 
spelling system, though there is no direct proof of this.
These three books, especially Wagenaar, together with the very influential 
dictionaries of Halma and Marin, probably account for the continued and widespread 
use of 'gt' spellings in the North, despite the lack of active support from 
contemporary grammars. One interesting sidelight of this is that it suggests 
that writers modelled their spelling practices on what they saw written in 
influential books, rather than oh what they were told by a grammarian to be the
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"correct" usage. This is supported by the fact that writers who follow a 
certain grammar in one usage, e.g. 'gt' instead of 'cht', may follow another in 
other respects, e.g. '-d/-t','s-/z-', vowels, etc.. Certainly the number of 'gt' 
spellers in the North cannot be attributed solely to any influence from any of 
Winschooten, Van Belle, Zeydelaar, or the numerous, though minor, spelling 
booklets and the grammars from the South. One work actually gives Wagenaar as 
the best example to follww,- the Eenigste Middel of 1769. Having allowed "licht", ; 
as in his system, this work then feels it advisable to also allow""gezicht'... 
ten gevallen van de Poëeten ... om dat het natuurlijk is 'licht' en 'gezicht' 
samen te doen rymen; en dat he Cog ook voldaen wil zyn".
The situation in the South is slightly different from that obtaining in the 
North. In the North the first grammar to advocate 'gt' did so rigorously, and 
without making exceptions. The system was later modified by some to allow for 
homonym differentiation. In the South it is the other way round. As mentioned 
earlier, the '-gh,ght' forms were traditional for Southern writers, and were not 
solely due to Moonen's use of similar forms. Towards the middle of the century 
this 'gh' was simplified by many, often under Northern influence, to 'g', giving 
'gt' spellings. The traditional differentiation patterns with 'cht/ght' were 
transferred en bloc to the 'gt' system, and only in later times were there moves 
to abolish such 'cht' forms(see chap.18).
One of the first Southern grammars to use ' gt' was Ver poor ten's Woordenschat 
of 1742, who spells mostly with 'gt', but wishes to differentiate, e.g. "ligt 
(liggen), licht (lichten), licht (noun)",- a very common distinction (cf.Steven 
below). He states that he wishes to simplify 'gh' to 'g' in the manner of Van 
Hoogstraten, which is probably an allusion to the letter's comment in his Latin- 
Dutch dictionary (see above). One of the early works proposing a radical avoid­
ance of 'ch' was the anonymous Snoeijmes (c.l760), where it forms part of the 
writer's attempts to ban the use of the letter 'c' in all positions. He keeps it 
only in the compound 'sch', changing all 'cht' spellings to 'gt'.
A work which appeared in 1774, Boterdael's Gemakkelyke Wyze, contained a 
similar spelling to that of Verpoorten (gebragt; licht/ligt). And like Verpoorten 
he also based this system on Northern usage, and (according to Smeyers)"(spreekt) 
zich radikaal voor de spelling van het Noorden uit". Ballieu's Spel- en
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spraekkonst of 1772 was based largely on the Fondamenten of P.B(incken) of 1757, 
showing a wide use of 'gt', though frequent 'cht' and 'ch' in words with no 
related ' g' form (recht, noch,doch). His "Byvoegsel" of 1792 was influenced by 
Zeydelaar however, though he does not go as far with 'gt' as did Zeydelaar.
At least as radical as his predecessors was Janssens in 1775, for he uses 
only 'gt' with no attempt at differentiation, even for the various uses of "ligt" 
This is true also of his works written in English in 1792ff, under the 
anglicised name "Baldwin Janson", whilst he held the responsible post of 
"Professor of Languages to their serene Highnesses the Prince & Princess of 
Orange and the Duchess of York" (1803: "Professor of the Dutch, German & Flemish 
language to her Royal Highness the Duchess of York"); e.g. "gedigt...agtig (or 
by corruption) tagtig, or tachentig". In his English works he names the source 
of his spelling: "Ik heb Raima's spelling gevolgd, vanden jaare 1791, dewelke 
d'eenigste is, aanvaard by de beste hedendaagsche schrijveren". He does not 
detail which work of Halma's he means, but it is presumably an edition of his 
French-Dutch dictionary (though this uses differentiation spellings), or a later 
edition of Raima's Spraek-konst (3rd ed.l787). The latter is made more possible 
by the fact that Janssen's 1775 work, like Raima's, contains a French grammar in 
addition to the Dutch/îteàish. This first work of his was held in some esteem in 
the South,- J.FlWillems felt that Janssens and Steven "verdien(en) de meeste 
onderscheyding", though modern opinion is hot so high,- Vos accuses it of 
"onbenulligheid en waardeloosheid".
Winkelman's grammar of 1784 gives this usage as his own ('gt'), except for 
differentiation,- the normal system described above, but a new plea for the 
abolition of 'ch' appeared in 1785 in the anonymous Inleyding: "ons dient de 'ch' 
te vlugten, zoo veel bestendig is", with the result that only 'gt' is used. In 
this aspect the work is equally as radical as the earlier Snoeijmes. So too was 
the next Flemish grammar to discuss this spelling,- that of De Neckere in 1815.
He wishes to avoid all 'ch' usage: "(de ouden) schreeven ook 'Bracht, Macht, 
Pleecht' etc. waer vooren wy ... met verkorting schryven 'Bragt, Magt, Pleegt'"
(p.54). Gelijkvormigheid also supports this 'g(t)' system, giving the by now 
largely standard Southern forms "ogtend, sugten, agter". He retains 'ch' only in 
'sch' and such words as "lachen". This is one spelling in which De Neckere
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differs from Van Daele who uses the "recht, dicht gebragt" type of derivation- 
based spellings described below (Tydverdrijf l/l6).
In the same year as De Neckere *s work a school grammar appeared in Antwerp 
which was to have much influence on later works; this was the Spraakkunst of 
Terbruggen. He in his turn had been influenced by Ballieu and Bincken, and 
consequently he is in favour of homonym differentiation within the 'gt* system: 
"De 'g' op het eynde eener lettergreep staende, het zy alleen, of van een 't' 
gevolgd, heeft den zelfden klank als 'ch'; welke twee letters in de oude 
Spraekkunsten doorgaens te vinden zyn: daer de nieuwe integendeel, om de 
kortheyd eene 'g' stellen in de woorden 'kragt, slegt, nigt, gedrogt, zugt' enz,, 
ten waere men somtyds 'ch' gebruykte ora het verschil tusschen sommige woorden te 
toonen". Terbruggen was also the founder member of a language discussion group 
in Antwerp "die thans aldaer nog uit spraek do et over punten van spelling en 
woordvoeging, onder den naera van een schoolonderwyzersgezelschap,•.. (doch) is 
ook al met zoo veel nieuwigheden opgekomen, dat des eerstgenoemden spraekleer 
rain of meer onbruikbaer geworden schynt". This may have been the case at the 
time when Willems wrote this (in Belg.Museum, 18371), but before then several 
other works had emulated Terbruggen, one of the main ones being Visschers in his 
dictionary of c.l825: "Wat de spelwyze betreft, ik heb hierin het raeestendeel die 
van den taelkundigen J.A.TERBRUGGEN gevolgd. Hoewel de spel- en schryfwyze van 
den heer TERBRUGGEN al sommige mishaegt". Visschers then names other school 
books based on Terbruggen,- those by Zilgens, Delin, Myin, and Van den Oppy.
The other major Flemish grammar of this period, by Behaegel (1817), also uses 
mostly 'gt', though he has many more 'cht/gt' differentiational pairs than his 
contemporary 'gt' spellers. And this, apart from several minor (mostly school-) 
granmars emulating one or other of those mentioned above, was the last time that 
the widespread use of 'gt' was proposed, though it lived on in usage. De Simpel 
still knew of it in the mid 1820's: "De 'g' ... wordt dikwijls voor het 
ondeelbaar letterteeken 'ch' gebezigd, als 'digt, ligt, nog, gezigt'enz.",- he 
may be referring to Visschers.
Before discussing the other major spelling alternative, that broadcast by 
Sewel, it may be mentioned here that some grammars could not decide which school 
they preferred. These are very few in number, and the main representative is
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Jan Des Roches, who is also the most indifferent as to the final choice:
"Indien een grondwoord met *ch' geschreeven word, zullen alle woorden die van 
het zelve worden afgeleyd, met ‘ch‘ geschreeven worden;" - this only affects 
such as "lachen: lacht",- "van gelyken zal men de 'g* gebruyken indien het 
grondwoord de 'g' vereyscht. ... Men kan ook dikwils aan het meervoudig van een 
woord gewaer worden, met wat letter, het eenvoudig daer van geschreeven dient 
te zyn. ... Maer daer is een groot getal woorden als "gezigt, gevrigt, zagt, 
zjtgt, bogt, kragtig, klagt, gezogt', enz., welke onder geene van deeze twee 
regels behooren. Ons bedunkens, en naer het voorbeeld der deftigste schryvers, 
mag men in zulke woorden zonder misslag, willekaurig of wel de *ch* of wel de 
t gt gebruyken".
The only other work to go as far as this in freedom of choice is the 1766 
revision of Sewel*s dictionary by Buys, who added to the former's notes: "G word 
in ' t midden en aan het einde eener lettergreep dikwils voor CH verwisseld, en 
is myns bedunkens onverschillig",- except, that is, for homonym differentiation.
Both spellings are recorded by Kramer, and he is the only one to describe 
the variants in linguistic terms, rather than in terms of adherence to a certain 
grammarian's rules: "Wird sehr oft ein Buchstab oder eine Sylbe eines Worts in 
eine andere verwandelt, als: Agten, Magtig, Egter &c. ... an statt: Achten, 
Machtig, Echter.... Diese Figur wird Antithesis oder Antistoechon genannt, und 
hanget allein ab von der verscheidenen Schreibart, so jemand wâhlet, und der 
Stadt, so jemand bewohnet" (1774,p.22). This last comment is also unique to 
Kramer, in that it tells not only that the * gt/cht' alternation varied according 
to the school followed, but also that the usage depended on the region of the 
writer; and not only the broader geographical region (e.g. North/South), but 
even down to the place of residence of the writer. Unfortunately he does not 
go into greater detail on this geographical distribution.
The entries in the vocabulary lists of this grammar, however, conform to no 
particular pattern (cf."nigt, nacht, zugt") and are often also at variance with 
the words used in the text, e.g. "slecht" & (p.5)"slegt", "nuchter" & (p.2) 
"nugter". And, possibly in line with his stated theory that the two are mere 
variants, on p.235 he gives the eqivalent of the German suffix "=icht, =ig" as 
'-achtig, -agtig':- "Die hochdeutsche Endsylbe '=icht', lautet im hollSndischen
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'-agtig, -achtig', als Adericht; 'Aderachtig, aderagtig'. . Earlier editions 
(e.g.1755) give only '-achtig'.
The early editions of the Spel en leesboekje voor eerst beginnenden by the 
Nut have both spellings in their lists, e.g. the 1799 (3rd) edition: "nagt/ 
nacht, hegt/hecht", otherwise only 'gt': "vegten, slegte, agter", which would 
thus seem to be its preferred usage. This is distinct from the inconsistent 
spelling of some of the Nut books (see above), as these are listed as 
alternatives. In the later editions (e.g. 1805) the Siegenbeek system was used.
In this period of uncertainty dictionaries often found themselves in an 
invidious position, for if they adopted one spelling at the expense of the other, 
they would alienate a large proportion of their potential readership, who would 
be unable to find the word they were seeking. Most of them overcame this 
problem by adopting a space-consuming system of cross-references. Thus Halma's 
Dutch & French dictionary of 1719 (and up to and including the 1781 edition) has 
such entries as "LICHT enz., zie Ligt",- for him the 'gt' spelling is always the 
major entry (see above). Winkelman's dictionary, based on Halma, has similarly 
"nacht zie nagt" etc..
This tradition of cross-references was at least as old as Dutch lexicography, 
as for example the entries in Lambrecht's Naembouck quoted earlier. Sewel's 
dictionary has similar entries, e.g. "Klachte see Klagte; Macht see Magt", 
though many other entries have no such cross entries. The situation was 
slightly different for Sewel, as he accepted many 'cht' spellings (see below), 
and such cross-references as there are to 'gt* are for those words whose change 
from 'cht* to *gt* he was justifying in his spelling rules. Those such as 
Winkelman's are more a reaction to contemporary variance. When the system for 
*gt/cht* became stabilised by the introduction of Siegenbeek's spelling, such 
needless repitition was avoided.
Much more hardy and long-lived than any system mentioned above was that 
propagated (but not invented) by Sewel. This remained virtually unchanged in 
principle until the major changes introduced by De Vries and Te Winkel. The 
vast majority of Northern grammars followed this system, as did several Southern 
systems, but most of them varied in detail. The main point of controversy
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covered the extent of application of etymology; for some worked with derivations 
not accepted by others, leading to conflict as to the effect (or lack of effect) 
on the spelling in question. Sewel's rule was basically: if and only if there 
is a related form with 'g' use 'gt', otherwise use 'cht', except for homonym 
differentiation: "G wil ik liever gebruyken in 't woordt 'Magt* als 'ch', als 
komende van 'Mag', welkers onbepaalde wyze is 'moogen', en daarom schryf ik 
'mogt' en niet 'mocht'; om de zelfde reden schryf ik 'Gewigtig' en niet 
'gewichtig', zynde afkomstig van ' t woord 'weegen'; en daarom wil ik ook liefst 
spellen 'Gebragt, gezigt, voorzigtig' vermits de 'g' in de woorden 'Brengen, ik 
zag, wy zagen' niet kan achtergelaaten worden" (1691 dictionary).
Nylog agreed with this view, though introducing pronunciation factors: "'ch' 
heeft by na de zelve kracht met de 'g', doch 'g' is wel zo zagt als 'ch', en 
daarom zou men in zulke woorden als 'macht, ontsach' enz. 'ch' kunnen schrijven, 
in 'deugt, vreugt' en diergelyke 'g'. Maer dit onderscheit is zo groot niet" 
(1703,p.11). In the later editions he also acknowledges the existence of the 
Winschooten method: "men (schryft)...'kracht, zucht, licht, wacht, vrucht' enz. 
met 'ch', hoewel anderen die ook wel met èen 'g' schryven". There were however 
difference between his and Sewel's system: he spells "gezach, ontsach", whereas 
the 1708 Sewel dictionary adds to the note given above "Hierom schryf ik ook 
'gezag, ontzag'". Nyloë did not accept the relevance of the forms "zag, zagen" 
on the spelling of these words. Nor did he have any sympathy for the Moonen 
'ght' system (see above).
Three more grammars of the early 18th century have usages which agree almost 
exactly with that recommended by Sewel: E.G.P.'s Ontwerp of 1712, Steven's 
Voorschriftenboek of 1714ff, and, naturally, Sewel's reworked version of La 
Grue'8 Grammaire Flamande in 1719 (and consequently also Cuno in 1741> see 
chap.2). There were minor variations between the usage of the first two and 
Sewel's system, but these are of little significance. Steven objected to the 
advance of the Winschooten system because it removed the differentiational 
spellings: "Zommige Taelkundige Vlaeraingen, met veele Hollanders, willen de G 
alom hebben in de plaetse van CH. ... En schoon dit schryven niet gansch te 
verwerpen is, nogtans durven wy dit nog niet nae volgen, om de werring die 'er 
kan komen" (taken from the 1833 edition, with the approbation dated 1741, and
135.
introduction dated 1714; all his comments are more in keeping with the early 
18th century, rather than the 19thi). The Grammaire pour apprendre., mother 
Southern work, later defended this same system in 1757.
The next Northen grammar to use this system was De Haes's grammar of 1764, 
though as with many, he does not actually discuss his usage. Around the same 
time the Kunst grammar (1770), Van Belleghem & Waterschoot (Brugge 1773), and 
Pieterson (1776) used and defended the same system, showing that there was still 
a following in both parts of the Netherlands.
In 1776 Stijl's grammar expounded a little more fully on the subject: 'ch* 
was to be used in "kracht" but not in "magt" which was to have ' g' because of its 
derivation, despite the fact that the same sound was heard in both; "kracht" was 
allowed to keep its 'ch' because "de afleiding is zo duidelijk niet". In this 
last phrase he shows considerably more practicality than some of his successors, 
who often went to great lengths in their search for related forms. But it must 
be noted that Stijl too was subject to the same tendencies,- he does not reject 
"kragt" because there is no related form with 'g', but because he cannot think 
of one obvious enough. Holtrop's grammar of 1783 gives the same system of 
derivation/gelijkvormigheid spelling-rules (gelijkvormigheid was taken to such 
lengths, and interpreted so breadly, that the result was more exactly describable 
as etymological/derivational spellings).
Bolhuis, who had edited Stijl's work,- fortunately not by emending the text 
but by the addition of modificatory or explanatory footnotes,- agrees both with 
the letter's views and with the normal derivation rules, in his own grammar 
published by the Nut in 1793. The same view is expressed in other Nut works 
(though cf. above), e.g. Varick's Rudimenta of 1802, and the Spraakkunst of 184: 
"Zoo zou in 'dragt, klagt, magt' de 'ch' ... aan de uitspraak beter voldoen dan 
de 'g'; doch de afleiding der genoemde woorden van 'dragen, klagen, mogen' wil, 
dat men dezelve met eene 'g' schrijve" (p.112).
Most of these later Nut works are based not so much on their predecessors of 
the previous century, but on the example of Siegenbeek's new system, which put 
the official seal of approval on etymological 'gt' spellings, using "'magt' van 
'mogen*, 'klagt' van 'klagen'" in the traditional way. Siegenbeek did however 
wish to draw the line: "alleen de duidelijkste en naaste afleiding (kan) ten
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rigtsnoer der spellinge verstrekken".
This modification precludes the spelling "agten, -agtig" which relied on Old
English "agan" and Mesogothic "agen". Nonetheless he proposed "regt" because of 
a supposed connexion with "rijgen". And this is a good example of the 
shortcomings of the system: assuming all his derivations to be correct (which 
later knowledge has shown to be not always the case (e.g. "recht" is related to 
"rekken" rather than to "rijgen"), how many users of the system would be aware 
of this? How many even would be conscious of the more "obvious" derivations 
such as "plicht, plechtig, plegen", where divergences in meaning obscure the 
connexion to the uninitiated. Most ordinary users might recognise "klagt" from 
"klagen", but how many would connect, as they were supposed to, "kragt" from 
"krij gen" (again actually unrelated) ? For the common man, that Siegenbeek could 
well appear to have drawn up a list of seemingly arbitrary variations in spelling 
which had to be learned and obeyed for fear of showing one's ignorance of the 
mother tongue, was probably the chief drawback of the system.
It is just such non-obvious derivations which Smits condemns in 1824, in his 
criticism of "de taalwet van glen grondletters te vervalschen":
"De Taalkundigen hebben het ook zo verre gebragt van de zachte grondletter niet 
te verwisselen in 'ch', dat men ze niet alleen in de geregelde aflejdingen 
behoude b.v. 'breng, bragt, gebragt*, van 'brengen*, 'gang, gangen' 'oorsçronç, 
sprongen','ik mag, gij moogt, hi$ mogt, magt, magtig* van 'mogen', maar ook zo 
ze slechts in mingeregelde aflejdingen te vinden is, als 'ik plagt, plegtig, 
pligt, verpligten* van 'plegen', 'dragt, eendragt, gedrogt, gedroftelijk* van 
'dragen', 'wigt, gewigtig' van 'wegen*, 'ik zag, zigt, gezigt, ontzag, gezag': 
om dat men de 'g* ujtspreekt in 'wij zagen'. 'Regt, beregt, rigten, onderrigten, 
verrigten' afkomstig van 'ik rijge, rege, geregen', waarvan ook 'regelen, 
regel' hunnen oorsprong hebben, 'vlugt, vlugtig* van 'vliegen', 'betigten* van 
'betijgen'. 'Digt (vast gesloten) digt (bij), digt (bij een)', van het 
verowderde wortelwoord 'ik dijge, dege, gedegen" (p.56).
Although some of his "mingeregelde aflejdingen" are now considered correct, or
even self-evident (e.g. "vliegen/vlugt"), Smits cannot be blamed for being
unaware of later improvements in derivation procedures. And his tirade is
certainly a good example of how lost many felt when conj^onted with Siegenbeek* s
learned system, which indeed demanded more than a modicum of linguistic
knowledge for a correct application.
It was not only such derivations that Smits criticised in the system, but 
also some of the patent inconsistencies: "sticht, stichtig, zwichten, kracht, 
krachten; hoe wel 'stijgen, stegen, zwijgen, krijgen' voor de zachte 'g' plejten". 
It was almost inevitable that now armed with the knowledge that any related form
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with *g' demanded a *gt* spelling, the less-learned would seek derivatives where 
no connexion existed, and call on many popular etymologies. This was the very 
weakness of the Siegenbeek 'gt/cht' system.
The first to highlight this fault, apart from the relatively minor writer 
Suits, waa Bilderdijk, who attacked many points of his rival's system (they had 
been co-applicants for the same professorship, and Bilderdijk was unsuccesful).
He draws on the fact that ' g' is always devoiced in speech before ' t' (Spraak- 
leer p.49), e.g. "mag, macht". In his Voorlezing (p.27), however, he defended 
'gt' in verbs, "'ik lag, gy lagt; - lachen, gy lacht' doth zonder dat men daarmee
voorhad in het eerste de laffe flaauwheid van de 'g' (die voor geen' Hollander
als sluitietter eens woords uit te spreken of aan te horen is) te doen 
uitspreken"; i.e. the 'g' in final position and before 't' must be 
pronounced as /ch/.
In the South J.F.Willems had expressed similar thoughts in 1824: "Wy (zouden) 
de van ouds voor slotletters gediend hebbende 'ch' het liefst geschreven zien in 
'macht, zacht, bocht, gezicht, plicht, zucht* en in de meeste andere zulke
woorden, waerin de ' t' de syllabe sluit, daer zulks, naer ons inzien, voor een
vasten regel zou kunnen dienen, terwyl elke andere regelmaet moeilyk, en aen 
veel uitzonderingen onderhevig is"(p.379). So even scholars like Willems found 
the system difficult!
It is at about this time that the so-called Belgian spelling-war began to 
reach its heights; and one of the major arguments in this concerned this 'gt/cht* 
spelling. Some favoured a form similar to that in the North, viz. the Siegenbeek 
system, others pressed for the continuation of the Southern tradition in using 
'gt' wherever possible (see above). Eventually there was a decision by the 
Belgian spelling-commission (§4) in favour of "het gebruyk der 'ch' voor de 
letter 't', overal waer de 'g' niet oopspronkelijk is",- thus a rejection of the 
widespread Behaegel/Des Roches system(s), and convergence with the Northern 
spelling practices, with all the inconsistencies and absurdities, and despite 
Willems's suggested logical modification in the system. This can only, in 
hinfeight, be regarded as a retrograde step, for although spelling unity was of 
vital importance, the 'gt' system was superior to Siegenbeek's complicated 
rules and exceptions.
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This commission spelling was then accepted by all in the South, including 
the many school grammars such as those of Renier and David (though see above for 
David's personal views on the system), ousting the very popular Des Roches 
system of the previous decades. These minor school grammars merely repeated the 
commission rules, just as those in the North adopted or repeated the standard 
Siegenbeek rules and pronouncements. The intricacies of the system were not 
without problems however: in 1845 Van den Bossche wrote that if "men voor het 
gebruyk der 'ch' en 'g' (voor de letter 't') eenen vasten en uytvoerbaeren 
regel kan vinden, daer zou ik geêrne in toestemmen" (p.63). He envisages 
something along the lines of Siegenbeek's rules, but with derivations which 
were less obscure.
In fact there is evidence to support the view that the Siegenbeek system was 
an inconvenience not only for "normal" people, but also to scholars. Not only 
are there the statements by Willems and Van den Bossche given above, but also 
the fact that when De Vries and Te Winkel were busy preparing their (almost 
equally confusing) rules for a derivation-based split in single and double vowel 
spellings, the one thing on which they were quite firm was a rejection of the 
old 'gt/cht' alternation in nouns. In place of this they introduced a new 
system, similar to that mooted by Bilderdijk and %llems, which, although with 
no great historical precedent, is admirable both for its relative simplicity 
and for its naturalness, the latter especially facilitating its easy application 
by non-academics: "De geadspireerde keelklank gevolgd door eene 't', die tot
dezelfde lettergreep behoort, wordt, zonder op de afleiding te letten, 
overeenkomstig de uitspraak, met 'ch' geschreven, b.v. in 'acht, biecht, dr acht, 
...' enz. niettegenstaande een aantal der genoemde woorden van stammen met 'g' 
zijn gevormd, als 'dracht, jacht, klacht' enz. van 'dragen, jagen, klagen'.
"Daarentegen blijft de 'g' in de regelmatige vervoeging der werkwoorden wier 
stam op 'g' eindigt, en in de zelfst. nw. door achtervoeging van '-te' gevormd 
van bijvoegl. nw. op 'g'; b.v. 'draagt, jaagt, klaagt'... en in 'laagte, leegte, 
droogte,'... waarin de 't' steeds tot de volgende lettergreep 'te' behoort".
This must have been a relief to many, reading the words "zonder op de afleiding 
te letten" I
According to this rule "bracht, mocht, placht"also had 'c h f ,despite being
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verb forms, as they had no related form +brach, +raoch, +plach, cf "breng(t), 
moog(t), pleeg(t)"; "Evenzoo is de spelling ’Aagt' en 'aagtappel' regelmatig, 
dewijl de 't' in deze verkorte vorroen slechts toevallig op de 'g' volgt, maar er 
in den onverminkten vorm 'Agatha* door een 'a' van gescheiden is".
Just how strongly they held these views is shown in the next paragraph: "Het 
opvolgen dezer regels raaakt een einde aan eene der lastigste onderscheidingen, 
die de gebruikelijke spelling met zich bracht, en aan de willekeur, die daarbij 
heerschte. Zoo schreef zij o.a. 'ligt' en 'regt' voor, ofschoon die woorden 
niet in verband staan met eenig woord, waarin een ' g' voorkomt. Daarentegen gaf 
zij aan'geslacht, tucht, tuchtigen' de 'ch', hoewel deze woorden met 'slag' en 
'toog, togen' samenhangen" (Woordenlijst 1866 §27, slightly amended from De 
NedBrlandsche spelling by Te Winkel, 1859 §§329-333)# Thus from now on all nouns 
were to have 'cht' whereas verbs had 'gt'(pleegt) or 'cht' (lacht) according to 
the spelling of the infinitive "plegen, lachen",- a rule which could be easily 
learnt and followed. It is actually in basis the same rule as that suggested by 
Van der Schuere and the usage of the Twe-spraack, except that these used 'gd' 
and 'ght' respectively in verbs (see above).
This rule remained unaltered through all the later reform movements. 
Kollewijn, Marchant and the 1954 Woordenlijst left the rules intact, though the 
latter overcompresses them, making "mocht, bracht, placht" exceptions to the 
"hij draagt"-rule, which they are not. In te Winkel's book it is quite clearly 
stated that they should have 'cht' because the 't' is present in all persons of 
that tense, as distinct from such cases as "draag-t", where it is a suffix 
present in certain persons only. The 'cht* spelling is also left untouched in 
the reform proposals of the V.W.S..
Several reformers have pleaded for the introduction of a phonetically ruled 
Spelling, giving 'cht' in all words including verbs, in the manner of Middle 
Dutch. But only one pleaded for the re-introduction of the more simple ' gt' 
spelling. This was Van Ginneken in 1932: "Ik geloof, dat de 'ch' voor de meeste 
schrijvers geen gezochte, ja zelfs een gemeden letterverbinding is. Pas De Vries 
en Te Winkel wisten ze in woorden als 'kragt: kracht, magt: macht' een beet je 
drukker in gebruik te brengen". Unless he is advocating a return to the confused
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Siegenbeek system, he seems to wish the réintroduction of the 18th century 'gt' 
system. As stated above this is a much simpler system, but Van Ginneken does De 
Vries and Te Winkel a great injustice in suggesting that their system introduced 
an undesirable innovation into the 'gt' spelling system. Although he would 
ideally have liked to see such a spelling as he describes, he feels bound to 
admit that "hard nodig is deze verandering niet" (p,68).
The first to moot the réintroduction of the 'cht' spelling for all cases, is 
so early that it can almost equally well be considered a late product of the old 
school rather than the vanguarg of the new, were it not for the writer's own 
words. It came from Kluit in 1777, where, as mentioned in the previous section, 
he proposes that 'ch/g' should be treated in the same way as ' s/z' and 'f/v'. 
However he realised that such would be too radical, so that, as he felt some 
improvement to be urgently needed in the contemporary chaos, he suggested the 
over-all adoption of the 'g/gt' spelling, which was then current, as less 
unacceptable. He still felt that 'cht' was the more correct form however, as 
the 'g' was unvoiced by the following 't'.
The first truly radical in this respect was Carlebur in 1856, who, as 
mentioned above, was attracted to the idea of 'ch' in all final positions, though 
he only actually adopted it when followed by 't', in both nouns and verbs: "hij 
volcht, zecht" alongside "jeugd, gezegd, gevolgd" for gelijkvormigheid. The 
other radical 'ch' speller of that time, Halbertsma in 1865, uses 'cht* in all 
positions: "menichte, hoochte, hij zecht".
As Land suggested using 'c' for /eh/, he presumably also uses 'ct* for /cht/, 
though as no suitable word occurs in his specimen text, this must be taken for 
granted. Although he did not think reform urgent, he was well awate of the 
inconsistency of De Vries and Te Winkel's 'cht/gt' spellings: "De geheele 
spellingquaestie is eigenlijk van ondergeschikt belang, en denkt haar bestaan 
alleen aan het ontoereikende der uit der vreemde overgenomen schrijfteekens. ... 
Anders zouden wij nog veel meer moeten vragen; b.v. waarom het stelsel van den 
dag 'macht, recht, plicht' en toch niet 'gij moocht, hij zecht, hij licht 
(liggen/ verkiest?".
No more was heard of 'cht' spellings, apart from Van Ginneken, until the 
appearance of Klück's new alphabet proposals in 1956. His system is perfectly
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regular: the new sign for /ch/ always precedes the (modified) 't', and the 
(modified) 'g' always precedes the 'd', giving the equivalent of 'cht' in the 
new alphabet spellings of "ochtend, glimlachte, krampachtig" etc.
The last in the short line of new '-cht' spellers is Rombouts, who, like 
others, also proposed final 'ch' and the abandonement of the gelijkvormigheid 
rule (Land is the only exception here). This produces the forms "gezecht, 
gelecht, hij vliecht". Like Kluit however, Rombouts had reservations about this 
radical expansion in the use of 'ch', and for a time considered instead the 
outright discarding of 'ch' in favour of a Winschooten-t^q>e '-g/gt' spelling.
But unlike Kluit he decided that consistency demanded 'ch', hence his 'cht' 
forms. Seeldraeyers emendation of Rombouts's 'ch' to 'c' would give "volet, 
gezeet, gelect" for the examples given by the latter. No such reform was 
envisaged by the V.W.S.
The course of development of 'ch','g','gh' in final position and before 't', in 
their various combinations.
The original Middle Dutch spelling was with 'ch' in all positions where the 
unvoiced sound was heard, thus in final position and before ' t' in both nouns 
and verbs. A sub-system of this developed early on, in which 'ch' and 'cht' was 
used for nouns, but verbd had 'ght', possibly influenced by the first person form 
of the verb having '-ghe'(/-ge/) in that particular dialect rather than '-ch' 
(/-ch/),-cf. "ik zech, hij zecht; ik zegghe, hij zeght". The first of these 
(described below as system I), used in both North and South, lasted roughly until 
the early 17th century, though it was still known (e.g. by La Grue) at the end of 
that century. Later users preserved it (e.g. Hilarides), and even later attempts 
were made to revive it, at sporadic intervals right down to the present century.
The sub-system (II), also in use throughout the Netherlands, may be felt to 
embody the gelijkvormigheid rule in embryonic form; it too faded out at about the 
same time as I, though not always for the same reason. In system I the 
introduction of gelijkvormigheid substituted 'g' for 'ch* and 'gt* for 'cht* 
where appropriate, giving system VII, or sometimes substituting 'gh' giving system 
V (see below). System II with its already existing 'ght' in verbs, favoured the 
extension of the 'gh' to the first person forms, and thence to nouns by analogy.
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It thus retained 'cht* in nouns, merging with system IV. As many of the early 
ays terns were co-existent it is not possible to be sure of any such progressions, 
especially as many writers were rarely consistent to any system, and a 
comparative chronology is at best tentative.
What is really a variant of II is where the 'ght' in verbs was simplified to 
'gt' (system III); this is often difficult to distinguish from other systems 
where 'gt' is common, owing to not infrequent anomalous 'gt' and 'g' spellings 
in the writings of a 'gh'-speller, mostly to save space on the printed line.
A totally different method (IV) had its origins in the South in the 15th 
century, and its adoption by the North was largely the result of a conscious 
imitation rather than a mere expansion of usage. This system is where all final 
/ch/ is spelt 'gh' (regardless of other uses of 'gh',e.g. in initial position), 
giving also 'ght' in verbs. The nouns are still spelt with 'cht'. This is the 
first true gelij kvormigheid spelling, as yet only applied to final consonants. 
Its introduction to the North was by Spiegel, if his own words are to be taken 
literally, inspired by the Southern usage he had seen in the Boecius of 1485. 
Though for a long time co-current with I and II, it lasted slightly longer, and 
spellings according to this system probably merged around the mid 17th century 
with system V {-gh,-ghf in nouns & verbs according to gelijkvormigheid, other­
wise 'cht',cf.above), due to the extension of the gelijkvormigheid rule to cover 
'ght' in nouns. Such spellings in system V are known from the I6th century, but 
the first grammar to use them is in the mid 17th century, by which time it was 
the commonest spelling pattern, probably aided by the eminence of some users.
This spelling was radically modified by Moonen and became in effect a 
different system altogether (Vl), though V continued in use, especially in less 
exalted texts, and also primarily in the South. Moonen's adaptation, as was 
described above, constituted the discarding of 'h' in '-gh(t)' in certain 
positions, e.g. at the end of certain grammatical categories. His spelling is 
(literally) in a class on its own, being a transition betifeen V and VI proper.
System VI proper, - i.e. excluding Moonen - uses final 'gh' in all words, 
disregarding the rules and exceptions as laid down by Moonen. It must be borne 
in mind that iritial 'gh-' had died out many decades earlier (see chap.8). Yet 
this must still be regarded as a derivative of Moonen's method, or at the very
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least, the two must be regarded as very closely related. In all positions with 
/ch/ followed by 't‘, this system uses 'gt/ght' according to the rules of 
gelijkvormigheid and derivation.
When initial 'gh* began to be simplified to 'g-', some spellers also applied 
the same rule to '-gh' and 'ght', which thus became '-g' and 'gt', giving system 
VII. This has 'g' wherever gelijkvormigheid demands, including nouns in 'gt', 
otherwise using k;h' (e.g."zich,toch") and 'cht' ("achter"). This is parallel 
to V, differing only in the use of ' g' for ' gh'. It was first discussed in 1624, 
though it was in all probability in use before, and lasted until the beginning 
of the 13th century, when it tended to drift into system Vila.
System Vila rests on the works of Sewel, who amended VII to allow for a 
widespread homonym differentiation in the use of 'cht/gt'. Many in system VII 
had used '-ch/-g' for differentiation (nog/noch), but not 'gt/cht'. Sewel's 
system was used in both North and South, with various modifications and 
extensions of what constituted a valid derivation demanding the 'gt', until it 
was superceded by system IX. En route it incorporated system VIII (see below). 
Many grammarians were not always explicit as tb their use of differentiation, and 
it is often difficuît^f^Ü from Vila; nor do all texts include examples of 
possible differentiation spellings* Some go to the other extreme and allow so 
many derivational 'gt' spellings, and so many differentiation spellings that 
there remain only a handful of "real" 'cht' spellings (e.g. achter) and '-ch' 
spellings (zich, toch) to show that Vila is being used and not Villa I
Starting just before Sewel's Vila, but definitely later than VII, was the 
very widespread system VIII, first defended by Winschooten and Van Helderen in 
1683, though in use earlier. This abolishes 'ch' from all positions where it 
could safely be dispensed with, leaving only 'sch-' and loan words with 'ch'
(in its most extreme form 'ch' was even discarded from 'sch-',see chap. 13; see 
also "laggen" chap.4). Undeclined words wuch as "tog, dog, zig" also took this 
'g', though there was obviously no question of derivation. The forms of this 
system are known from the mid-17th century (see above), but were for a long time 
more or less restricted to the North.
This very radical, and very simple, systemmerged with system VII becoming 
closer and closer to systematic identity with it as it tended to adopt more and
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more 'cht' and 'ch' spellings for homonym differentiation (e.g."licht/ligt", 
nog/noch). System Villa, long current in the South, developped from the 
simplification of 'gh' to 'g', thus already including the many differentiation 
pairs which Winschooten ignored completely. It is alsdyery possible that users 
of VIII borrowed the differentiation spellings of Sewel's Vila (cf.chap.18).
System Villa superceded VIII around the mid 18th century, but in the opening 
years of the 19th century it was in turn completely absorbed into Vila with the 
introduction of the Siegenbeek system. It lingered on a little in the South, but 
the Belgian commission finally adopted the Northern style Vila system.
Retaining '-g' in final position, including verbs-.' but not applying the 
gelijkvormigheid rules to 'cht' in nouns, class IX forms a definite break with 
Vila. Such spellings already occur in the 17th century, where 'ght' was simpli­
fied to 'gt' in verbs before the 'gt' spelling was adopted by nouns; so that it 
may be considered really a modified class IV. Soon after this date it was
absorbed by VII with the extension of ' gt' to nouns. It was then not heard of
again until the problematical Siegenbeek system was superceded by that of De 
Vries and Te Winkel; this syiem is still in use at the time of writing.
A very minor variation (X) using '-g, -ch' according to gelij kvormigheid, but 
'cht' in nouns, participles (except "jeugd, deugd, gezegd"etc.), and verbs (e.g. 
zecht, pleecht), was used by Carlebur.
To these basic classes must be added a host of writers whose usage varied, 
often unsystematically, or because they wavered between one system and another. 
The systems outlined above tentatively cover all consistent patterns. There are 
also those who were indifferent as to which system was used, provided that it was 
used consistently (e.g. Des Roches), and in addition such reformers as wished to 
replace 'ch' by a new letter, or adapt an existing one to this use.
The relative efficiency of the various systems:
System I simple,consistent, phonetically accurate.
II consistent, less simple with regard to phonetic representation, since 
'h' really superfluous (though cf. chap.8).
Ill consistent, less phonetic than I.
rv the birth of the gelijkvormigheid system. Not immediately obvious to
M*:
U5.
less well educated users (less a problem with more universal education)»
The use of 'gh’ in final position for inflected words makes the 'ght' of 
verbs easily understood and applied.
V The extension of 'ght' to nouns is really unnecessary, and confusing for 
many.
VI The use of 'gh' in final position is really superfluous, unless it is 
meant to indicate the lack of voicing (cf. chap.3), Otherwise the system 
is simple, but with the same faults as V.
VII As V, but using 'gt' in nouns instead of 'ght'. Similarly confusing and 
erratic as ideas on what constituted a related form varied radically from 
person to person. Such a system is more or less impossible to apply with 
consistency without guidance from an authoritative word-list. Many rulings 
somewhat arbitrary. The use of differentiation spellings, though sometimes 
not without some justification, was often carried to excess.
VIII A simple elegant system. As /ch/ and /g/ are never in phonemic contrast in 
Dutch in any position there is no real need for two letters, /ch/ is always 
found in final position and before /t/, /g/ is always used initially.
Medially either may occur after a short vowel (lachen, vlaggen), after a 
long vowel /ch/ is restricted to "juichen, huichelen, loochenen, goochelen", 
and sometimes "bijvoegelijk, mogelijk". There are no words differing only 
in use of /ch/ or /g/, with the possible exception of "wichelen, wiggelen".
It is also a well-documented phenomenon of modern Dutch that there is 
little actual phonetic difference between /ch/ and /g/ whatever the 
•/0-; position (cf. Van den Berg in ' F o n i e k . " V o o r a l  aan het begin van het 
woord is het dikwijls moeilijk uit te maken of men met een stemhebbende 
dan wel stemloze consonant te doen heeft. ...Een zo geconditioneerd 
optreden van de stemloze en stemhebbende fricatief (- final /ch/, initial 
/g/) doet de vraag opkomen, of we wel met twee fonemen te maken hebben 
en of we niet liever moeten zeggen dat ze binnen het zelfde foneem 
vallen"). This redundancy of one of the two spellings was evidently 
not recognized by many grammarians, though equally clearly a very large 
proportion of 13th century writers instinctively knew that nothing 
at all was lost, nor anything misleadingly spelt, by the adoption
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of what would now be called a "phonemic" spelling, viz.'g/gt' in all 
positions. VIII has all the advantages of I, differing only in the use of 
'g' for 'ch'; it has the further advantage of being shorter, but 
complications arise if the differing sounds of such as "liegen,loochenen" 
have to be accurately represented. Whether such a difference is really 
necessary is doubtful, and it may be pointed out that modern Afrikaans 
makes no distinction in spelling between "liggaam, ligging" etc., and uses 
' g' throughout ("magtig" etc,).
IX compared to the system it replaced (Vila),very simple. Basically the same 
as IV. As long as a spelling alternation betwwen 'ch/g' in the same way 
as 'f/v' and ' s/z' is no part of the system, then a 'gt' spelling for 
verbs is preferable, since the forms "zecht, lecht" etc. would demand such 
an alternation. The exclusion of 'gt/cht' from nouns is well justified on 
practical grounds, and the choice of 'cht' in preference to 'gt' as the 
sole representative is justifiable on phonetic grounds, though as such a 
rule applies nowhere else (cf.'*abt, houdt, reisde"etc),'gt' could just as 
well have been used, and with greater brevity.
X simple, regular, though the verb spellings form an exception to the 
gelijkvormigheid rules.
As stated under VIII there is no real need to spell 'ch' either in final 
position or before 't', as /g/ is never heard there (except in sandhi 
assimilation). This makes Klück's introduction of a new sign for /ch/ largely 
unnecessary, though his alphabet/spelling is based on phonetic rather than on 
phonemic principles, e.g. he also has separate letters for the allophones of 
/o;/ heard in "oom" and "oor". The lack of homonyms in '-ch/-g' in inflected 
words (there is no parallel to "rat-ratteiv/rad-raden") makes the adoption of a 
final '-ch' spelling superfluous, though giving an attractive parallel to 's/z' 
and 'f/v', where there are likewise no homonyms with differing consonants in 
inflected forms. Demands for such a reform largely ignore this lack of phonemic 
contrast, or regard it as of less importance than the parallel given with 's/z', 
'f/v',vi and often 't/d'("goet,hant"etc,), as is the case for example for Rombouts 
and Middle Dutch (both class I)
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Summary:
users of other letters for /ch/: *h' De Heuiter (with sympathy from Ampzing and
Van tteule).
*c' Smits, Land, Seeldraeyers.
'cli* Ten Kate.
'x* J.te Winkel, Wellekens,
suggesting the formation of
a totally new letter: Leupenius,(Jeoffroy?), Van Ginneken, Klttck.
The various systems as outlined above, subdivided by region (North/South) and 
whether the users are grammarians or literary figures. The latter is naturally 
not exhaustive. In some instances no "users" are noted,- this does not mean that 
there were none, merely that none figured among those whose writings have been 
used. Dictionary entries count as "users" for the purpose of this analysis.
I. all '-ch'; all 'cht'
North, Grammars: Montanus; Bijdragen, Kluit, (Bilderdijk), Land,Rombouts.
Users: early texts, Revius, Huygens, De Ruyter, Hilarides,Halbertsma.
South, Grammars: Meurier.
Users: Middle Dutch, Boecius, Van der Verve, Kilian, Mellema,
Van den Kerchove.
II. all '-ch'; 'cht' nouns, 'ght' verbs
North, Grammars: Shiyters (publ. Amsterdam, Smyters came from Antwerp),
Users: Voorreden 1568 (Coornhert).
South, Grammars: Van Engelen (no discussion)
Users: Plantijn
III. all '-ch', 'cht' nouns, 'gt' verbs 
North, Grammars: Van Heule 1625 & 1633
Users: Coornhert
South Sexagius
IV. '-gh' in gelijkvormigheid, 'ght' in verbs, 'cht' in all nouns 
North, Grammars: Twe-spraack, Dafforne, Bible
Users: Bredero, Hexham
South, Grammars: Lambrecht, Binnart
Users: Boecius (part ii). Van der Noot, Van Borsselen
V. '-gh' & 'ght' in nouns for gelijkvormigheid, otherwise 'cht'; 'ght' verbs 
North, Grammars: Kok, Niervaert 1676
Users: Hooft, Vondel, Meijer (early editions)
South Kilian, Aerschot
VI. 'gh' in final position only; 'gt/cht' nouns, 'gt' verbs 
North, Grammars: (Moonen)
Users: Smids, Foot, Zeeus, Hoogvliet, J.de Haes,Meijer (late ed.)
Vllir '-g,gt' nouns for gelijkvormigheid, otherwise '-ch/cht'; 'gt' verbs
North, Greimmars: De Hubert, Ampzing, Leupenius, Nil Volentibus, Van Helderen 
(later works), Nyloe, Kramer; Smits 
Users: Rotgans
South, Steven, Van Bellghem & Waterschoot
(note some VII may be Vila)
Vila, as VII with differentiation by means of 'cht/gt'
North, Grammars: Van Attevelt, Sewel, Pieterson, De Haes, Kunst, Stijl, G.W.
Holtrop, Nut, Wester, Bolhuis, Siegenbeek; and many minor 
works between Siegenbeek and ée Vries/Te Winkel,e.g.V.d.Pyl 
Users: Huydecoper, Pater, most early 19th century writers
South, Grammars: Van Geesdalle, E.G.P., Steven, Bincken, Gram, pour apprendre, 
Willems, Van Daele, Renier, David, Henckel, Belgian 
Commission, and many subsequent minor grammars.
VIII, 'g, gt' in as many positions as possible; three degrees of extension,-
a) leaving 'sch-' and '-ch-'
b) leaving 'sch-' only (see "laggen" chap.6)
c) no 'ch' at all (see 'sg-, -sg' chap.13)
North, Grammars: Van Helderen, Winschooten, Gargon, Duikerius, Kuyper, De Vin, !
Heugelenburg (all works), Halma (I729ff), Niervaert 174-3,
Van Rhyn, Nuttig en Noodig Spbk.,Kluit, T.A.C.P.,V.Ginneken,
Users: Van der Linden, Van Alkemade, Van der Schelling,Pars, Naier,
Marin, Van Haren, Wolff & Deken, Van Alphen.
us.
South, Grammars; Snoeijmes, Janssens, Inleyding 
Villa, as VIII, but with 'cht' and 'ch' for differentiation
North, Grammars; M.S., Van Belle, Zeydelaar, Nieuw Ned.Spldbk., Schwiers 
Users: Van Hoogstraten, Wagenaar, Ghalmot
South, Grammars: Verpoorten, Eenigste Middel, Ballieu, Boterdael, Winkelman, 
De Neckere, Terbruggen, Behaegel, Visschers, and followers, 
(note again some of VIII may raally be Villa)
IX. '-g' according to gelijkvormigheid, 'gt' verbs, 'cht' all nouns 
North, Grammars: Van der Schuere (gd'verbs). Van den Ende,(Willems),
Bilderdijk, De Vries/Te Winkel, Kollewijn, Marchant, 
Woordenlijst 1954-, etc.
Users: Van Hoogstraten’s LJLst (irregular), Langendijk; all those
in the post-Siegenbeek era 
South, Grammars: minor (school)grammars after the acceptance of De Vries/Te 
Winkel's system adopted in 1864-.
X. according to gelijkvormigheid, 'cht' all nouns, participles and verbs
(except those in '-gd')
User: Garlebur.
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Chapter 4-: Intervocalic 'ch'.
Problems inherent in the spelling 
variations for such as ''lachen" 
variations for "lichaam" 
variations in loan words 
variations after a long vowel or dipthong 
varying usage of dictionaries
Problems inherent in the spelling of intervocalic '-ch-'
The group of words in which /ch/ occurs between vowels has long caused 
problems of spelling. Probably no other group has provided as many different 
spellings. The problem is basically a matter of whether 'ch' is considered to 
be a single inseparable compound letter, or two consonants representing one 
sound. Given the standard Dutch spelling system, a medial consonant should be 
doubled after a short vowel; thus analogy with "heb;^ hebben*' should give "lach, 
lach-chen'* if 'ch' is felt to be "one" consonant. Similarly after a long vowel 
in an open syllable no doubling of the vowel should occur, giving "lochenen, 
gochelen" by analogy with "(ik loog) wij logen".
In most modern handbooks the spellings "lachen, goochelen" are given as 
anomalous, the first for having a short vowel in an open syllable, the second 
for have a double long vowel in an open syllable (see for example Woordenlijst 
1954, p.xxxix & xl). These labels "anomalous" presuppose that 'ch' is one 
letter,- in the words of the Woordenlijst (p.liii) : "een tussenmedeklinker (ook 
'ch') gaat naar het volgende woorddeel". If 'ch' is two letters, then these 
spellings appear quite regular: cf. "beste, beesten; lachen, loochenen". Yet 
taking 'ch' as two letters itself raises problems, as this would imply such 
syllable divisions as "lac-hen, looc-henen" which, though perfectly regular 
orthographically (cf. bes-te, bees-ten), destroy the 'ch' as a letter which 
represents a single sound. There are precedents for this,- it is for example 
considered acceptable to split the digraph 'ng' in "zin-gen", even though this 
represents one sound just as much as does 'ch' ("Bij het afbreken geldt 'ng' 
voor twee medeklinkers", Woordenlijst p.liii Opmerking 2).
The problem is in essence a visual one. A division "ziHftgen" which would 
be required if 'ng' were treated as one letter is impossible because 'ng' does 
not occur in initial position in any words, and therefore "looks wrong". 
"La-chen" on the other hand looks acceptable simply because 'ch' can occur 
initially. "Zing-en" is not acceptable because of the accepted rule that in the
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presence of two or more medial consonants at least one must belong to the next 
syllable, thus dividing the consonant cluster, e.g. "bes-te", and thus "zin-gen", 
even though 'ng* is a single sound. The refusal to allow the same for "lac-hen" 
is inconsistent, and it is this that causes the difficulties and so-called 
anomalies. The 'ch' is treated as one consonant for the purposes of attaching 
it to the following syllable, but a concession is made to the fact that for the 
eye it appears to be two letters, which necessitates a doubling of the vowel in 
"loochenen" in order to prevent an incorrect pronunciation. Such an "error" can 
only arise with the "false" belief that 'ch' is two consonants I Similarly no 
need is felt to double the 'ch' after a short vowel in order to prevent a further 
I "incorrect" pronunciation in "lachen" etc.. Here the eye is relied upon to treat 
i;'ch' as two letters. The confused situation is best illustrated by twoI
contemporary spellings of the 17th century: "hachelijk" and "haghel"; the former 
has a short vowel because 'ch' is two letters, the latter a long vowel because 
'h' has only a diacritic function (see chap.8).
The inconsistencies arise therefore from defining 'ch' as one letter, yet 
treating it in all words where it occurs as if it were two consonants, through 
denying the spellings which are logically consequent upon such a definition. If 
'ch' is really one letter, then the syllable division "la-chen" is correct as 
far as the 'ch' is concerned, but the vowel is misleadingly represented as being 
long; "loo-chenen" is also correct but this time the vowel is unnecessarily 
doubled. If, on the other hand, 'ch' is two letters, then syllable division 
rules should allow a separation just as for 'ng', giving "lac-hen, looc-henen".
A few grammars, e.g. Dixi in 1934, overcame this by claiming that 'ch' "als twee 
medeklinkers wordt beschouwd", but most decline to discuss whether they also 
accept the syllable division "lac-hen" implied by this.
Given the present situation, if "lachen, loochenen" are correctly spelt, then 
'ch' is being treated as two consonants, and should be recognised as such, and 
the division "lac-hen" permitted; if 'ch' goes with the following syllable it is 
being treated as one letter, and should be doubled where appropriate. The 
impediment to such treatment is that 'ch' clearly represents one sound, and 
therefore seems indivisible, yet the eye sees it as two letters. The logical 




short vowel, but this is usually rejected,- not for any linguistic reason, but 
on the aesthetic consideration that "lachchen" looks strange.
This has not always been the case however, and for about 200 years or more 
the need to double this single consonant was well established and accepted. This 
doubling did not always take the same form, since most users avoided the full 
>chch’ spelling, and the forms which did result are as varied as they are often 
unsystematic, usually bearing little relationship with other 'ch* spellings used 
by the same writer. Only a handful of words escaped the treatments listed below, 
- those with a long vowel or dipthong (e.g. "loochenen, juichen") where there was 
no need to double, loan words (e.g. "echo, Bacchus") which usually keep their 
original spelling, and the word "lichaam". Each of these is dealt with 
separately after the discussion of *ch* in such words as "lachen, bochel".
The only practicabLe method of handling these spellings is an arrangement of 
users in groups using the same spelling, here arranged alphabetically as if for 
the word "lachen". A strictly chronological scheme would be largely meaningless, 
as many variants were contemporary.
CC; Laccen
See Smits and Seeldraeyers, in the section on "lachchen" below.
CCH; Lacchen
This is a very old spelling, and dates from at least the l6th century, in 
all probability extending back into Middle Dutch, where it may have formed a 
parallel to the ' -ggh-' spellings. It is to be found in a very restricted way 
in both Plantijn and Kilian, namely in the word "ecchele oft egel" and "ecchel/ 
acchel" respectively. In Killanus Auctus this is changed to "eechel/acchel; - 
eechel-koolken". All other words in these two dictionaries have the simple 
'-ch-' spelling, and why there should be this exception is not clear. "Ecchel" 
also constitutes the sole '-cch-' form in the dictionaries of Lambrecht and 
Rodriguez, and much later in the Siegenbeek system.
The form soon became extended to other words. Marnix uses it in "lacchen", 
which is also to be found in the Grillen of Van Beaumont, written in about 
1595: "De wijl de gheen' die met my lacchen,/ Luy,ledich, over straet, gaen 
pracchen" (No.8). It is also used in Mellema's dictionary of 1587ff, but only
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in "ecchel, kicchelen, kicchen, kucchen", other words (e.g. "lachen") having 
’-ch-'. From the 1602 edition these examples too adopted '-ch-'. However the 
French-Dutch section still retains entries such as "rire: lacchen" in some 
editions (e.g. 1587,1591). The editions of 1602, 1630, and I636 have "rire: 
lachen" but that of I64O (with no editor mentioned) reverts to "rire, lachen ... 
lacchen" as in the 1587 edition. The new editor D'Arsi in I65I aid I663 has 
"rire: lacchen" as in the 1591 edition, as does the 1682 edition revised by Th.
La Grue, though the letter's 1694 edition has the more regular "rire: lachen".
It would seem that not the same attention was paid to the Dutch spellings in the 
French-Dutch section, and earlier editions were frequently used as basis 
without checking on later spelling developments. All the Dutch-French sections 
from 1602 onwards have only '-ch-'. A similar lack of concord between the two 
halves of bilingual dictionaries is found in several later works. Exactly the 
same spelling as that of the first e dition of Mellema is to be found in Sasbout* s 
Dutch-French dictionary of 1576, of which Mellema's work is the continuation, 
just as D'Arsi and La Grue are the continuations of Mellema.
During the early 17th century such spellings spread, and can be found in 
Roemer Visscher, - both the pirated edition of 1612 (No.99:"lacchen") and the 
authorised version,e.g."lie schok" Mo.32 ^Giccher sou geern verandern sijn naem" 
and other examples. An anonymous play bearing the title "Lacchelijke cluchte.
Van een Boer die in een Calfs-vel benaeyt was" dates from around I6I5. Other 
users of this time include Starter, in his Friesche Lusthof, 1621, e.g. in the 
"Inleyding tot Vreugd en Gezang" II.9, Van Heemskerk in Batavische Arcadia, 1637 
p. 179, Boetius à Bolswert in Duyfkens en Willemynkens Pelgrimagie, 1627 p. 155 
(though here "lachen" is more common), and Pers on p. 18 of Bacchus Wonder-wercken 
1628, and in Bellerophon 1669. All these examples are of "lacchen", which is the 
commonest of the words to be found with such a spelling, mainly because it is the 
commonest of the words concerned, and therefore the one most likely to be found 
in any given text.
A major event in the spread of '-cch-' was its acceptance for the States 
Bible. Paragraph 9 of their resolutions on the letter 'C recommends "'Lacchen', 
per duplex 'cc' et 'h'", referring to Mar nix' s usage as mentioned above. Such 
spellings can be found in Isaiah 28.11 and Haba^^^ 1.10. With such support for
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the spelling it is natural that many users, both writers and printers, though 
not necessarily influenced directly, should adopt it for their own productions. 
Such is the case in Huygens (who even spells "gelacch",cf. chap,17), Bontekoe 
(p.62), and Van de Venne, e.g. in the "Voorbereydsel" p.4: "Lacchen moet ick, 
Lach-ha-hacchen,/ Om al 't Werelts ydel Yeti/ Lacchen moet ick over 't Pracchen,/ 
Steege Dwaesheyt selden vliet.
In 1649 Kok'8 grammar became the first language work to use this form (p.25), 
and from 1654 ^cijer's Woordenschat followed suit, for example in "ridiculeux: 
belacchelijk", thus adding weight to the spread of the spelling amongst the 
many who used his work.
Another to recommend the spelling "lacchen" was Leupenius in 1653. In the 
section on doubling of consonants ^p.18) he writes that all single consonants can 
be doubled "uitgesondert de 'c' en 'h', die door heures gelyken niet konnen 
verdobbelt worden: de 'c' door een 'ch', als in 'lacchen': de 'h' door een 'c', 
als in 'lucht, vrucht'". This is a strange comment as it is not hormal to regard 
'cch' as a doubling of 'c', nor 'ch' as a doubling of 'h' I There is moreover no 
question of a need to double in "lucht, vrucht". It seems most likely that he is 
trying to explain the form "lacchen" which he accepts as normal (e.g. he also 
uses it on p.72), rather than giving a rule for the doubling of the le tter 'c', 
and the meaning would thus be that the only time 'cc' is to be found is in such 
words as "lacchen" where it is inevitably followed by an additional 'h'. Thus 
'c' cannot be doubled by itself alone.
The form "lacchen" is used in the grammar of Laconis... in 1666 (p.28), and 
in the Latin-Dutch dictionary of Arnoldus Montanus. It continued to be fairly 
common until the end of the century in both North and South, occurring (often 
inconsistently) in the works of Six van Chandelier, Brune, Pointers, Jonctijs, 
Westerbaen, Van den Bos (Don Quixote translation), Zoet, Gargon, and no doubt 
many others. In 1684 the form also appears in Ph. La Grue's Nouvelle Grammaire 
Flamande (e.g. p.3), though he does not discuss the spelling, and also uses the 
more common "lachen" (e.g. p.13,128). For "pracchen" in Van den Ende see 'chch'.
In the 18th century the form is slightly less common, though it still numbers 
several eminent writers among its followers. In the Boekzaal of Jan.1707 the 
form "hacchelyke* is to be found in the Index, though in the article concerned
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the word is spelt "hachelyke". It is tempting to ascribe this '-cch-' in the 
index to the printer (Samuel Halma, son of Frans), as the editor. Van Gaveren, 
had his own fairly strict views on spelling regularity. It is very interesting 
to note that in 1716 De Vin mentions the 'cch' spellings as being the most 
common, though he personally rejects it in favour of '-gch-'(q.v. ). He no doubt 
includes this spelling in his general apology for not complying with the 
spelling used in the Bible I
When the works of Dullaert were published by Van Hoogstraten in 1719, they 
included such spellings as these (e.g. in the poem to Egbert Kortenaar), and it 
is distinctly possible that this is a Van Hoogstraten-spelling, as whan he 
edited Hannot's Latin dictionary in 1704 and 1719 (the same year as his Dullaert j j| 
edition), he used '-cch-' in several words, e.g. "pocchen, iacchel". The form 
can however just as easily be original to Dullaert, for,as mentioned above, this 
spelling was certainly current when he was alive ih the previous century.
In 1722 Tuinman expressed his dislike of such spellings, preferring the 
simple 'ch' in "'lachen', dat qualyk 'lacchen' ge sc hr even word". But the next 
year Ten Kate used just this form, though he regarded 'ch' as the primary 
spelling. It can be found for example on 1.565 and II, under the stem "Lach".
The same is true of Huydecoper, in whose Proeve the words "lacchen, pracchen" can 
be found in II.§919, and V.§6l6. His preferred form was '-gch-' (q.v.).
During the later 18th century,- from about 1730,- '-cch-' only really occurs 
as a relatively minor spelling, for example in the Spectator (along with other 
variants). In most works it appears only as an exception to a different main 
usage, as has just been noted for Ten Kate and Huydecoper. This suggests that 
there was a fairly substantial understream of '-cch-'-spellers, in some cases 
apparently among the type-setters. Many dictionaries also record the spellings 
with '-cch-' for a few words, though often with little semblance of a systematic 
approach (see final section fbr such dictionary variation). It appears for 
example in Pomey's dictionary of 1739, and is mentioned as contemporary by Cramer®
f
By this date it is quite unusual to find '-cch-' recommended bya major 
grammar, indéed none had done so since Leupenius. But this is in fact the case | 
with the Grammaire pour apprendre... of 1757, as does another Southern work, 
that of Janssens in 1775. The same usage is repeated in his Practical Dutch
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Grammar of 1792, p.25: "lacchen, ik lacche,... gelacchen". Later on he changes 
this in favour of the new Siegenbeek "lagchen" system, for example in his 
dictionary of 1808. At the same time as his earlier work, Kluit (1777) was still 
using the '-cch-' forms in his Vertoog, so it would seem that they retained a 
certain amount of respectability. In this work he wrote that "(de ouden) 
vraagden niet, of men 'dagen, wegen, kregen' met een G, dan of men 'juichen, 
lacchen' met een GH, 'juich, lach', spelde". He also used "lacchen" in the 
added notes in his revision of Van Hoogstraten's list, but this merges with the 
letter's own usage. The Nieuw Ned. ^peldeboek of 1772 also uses '-cch-' in its 
word lists, and it is still being used by Van Daele (e.g. No.2/2, see "lagchen") 
at the turn of the century. It may have been fairly common in the ^outh,- 
the Grammaire..., Janssens and Van Daele are all Southern works.
After the later 18th century the '-cch-' spelling is hardly encountered 
again, though several mention it in their discussion on such words, e.g. Thijm,
De Jager and Garlebur; usually they merely state that it was common in the 17th 
century. De Jager actually felt that this would be the easiest and most logical 
form, though he respected contemporary usage and followed the Siegenbeek system. 
The nearest the form came to réintroduction was in the hands of Rombouts in 
1957. He is not at ease with the logical '-chch-' spelling, and the 'gch' form 
suggests itself to him, though "beter nog lijkt 'kacchel'". He did not in the 
end change the accepted practice of using '-ch-'.
GGH; Gicghelen
This occurs only rarely, and most often in words now spelt with '-gg-'. In 
Middle Dutch it formed a parallel to '-ggh-' in the same way as '-eg-' to '-gg-', 
e.g. "secghen, brucghe", though it also occurs in such as "goewillicghe, 
porticghe" (Obreen & Van Loey). The justification for counting it among these 
/ch/ spellings is its use by Winschooten in the words "gicghelen, gegicghel", 
since this is now spelt "gi(e)chelen". Thus it is possible that Winschooten 
intended the combination to represent /ch/, though its restriction to this word 
suggests that there may have been some onomatopoeic quality in the sound, thus 
differing from both /ch/ and /g/. There is some evidence that this combination 
in Middle Dutch does not always represent a pure /ch/; apart from its use in
156.
"brucghe" which long kept a final /k/ in certain dialects, there is the more 
suggestive example of the town name "Hucghelghem" for "Huckelghem" recorded 
in South-West Brabant dialect by Van Loey.
CH; Lachen
This is by far the most common spelling, covering the whole history of Dutch 
spelling. It constituted the main (though not only) form in Middle Dutch,e.g. 
in the Boecius of 1485, the Exercitium, and in the dictionaries of Van der Werve, 
Plantijn and Kilian in the next century.
In 1581 De Heuiter accepted this standard spelling, though he did not think 
it ideal (see "lahen"), but the Twe-spraack found such a spelling quite 
acceptable and followed the example of the Boecius. Other users around this 
time include Coornhert, Valcoogh, Stevin, and Mellema, in most of its editions 
from 1587 to 1699 (see "lacchen").
The view which was to become the standard for many years to come is put 
forward in 1612 by Van der Schuere: "Men zal ook weten, dat *ch* over al inde 
spellings aen-een-geknocht blijft, als oft maer een Letter en waer: Het welke in 
'lachen, pochen', ende vel meer ander wel blijkt"(p.54). By this he presumably 
means that it "wel blijkt" when syllable division is considered, where 'ch' 
"aen-een-geknocht blijft". If he meant that the form "lachen" itself shows 'ch' 
to be one letter, then that would be incorrect for the reasons stated in the 
introduction to this chapter,- a single vowel would represent a long vowel if 
'ch' were one letter here. The same spelling is also followed by Smyters in 
1613, Van Heule in 1625 (e.g.p.50), and Dafforne(p. 107)• For the majority of 
grammarians this form seems to have been accepted without question, apparently 
regaling it as self-evidently superior to any other contemporary practice. Many 
did not even give the appearance of having realised that any inconsistency 
arose with such a spelling.
Dictionaries which use this spelling during this period include that for 
Dutch, Spanish and French by Rodriguez in 1639/40, Hexham for English in 1647/8,
Van den Ende for French in 1654, and Binnart for Latin in 1659. Users in 
literary fields include Coster, Bredero and Luyken. |
The next grammar to discuss the spelling with '-ch-' was Moonen in 1708,
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although some in between had used it without comment, e.g. La Grue in 1684 
(see also "lachen" with the spelling '-cch-' above), and NyloG, who does not 
use any words with intervocalic 'ch' in his Aanleiding, though "lichaam, lachen" 
can be found in his published sermons, e.g. p.47. This '-ch-' spelling is also 
adopted by those writers who (more or less) followed Moonen* s system, such as 
Smids, Foot, Hoogvliet, J. de Haes. In fact Moonen is only driven to discuss 
this usage because he wishes to reject another alternative (see "lachchen").
In general it is noticeable that many grammars only feel obliged to discuss 
a particular spelling when they themselves deviated from the norm in some way, 
and felt a need to justify their spelling. Followers of the accepted spelling 
often ignore the subject completely unless, as with Moonen here, they take a 
sufficiently strong dislike to some contemporary alternative to think it worth 
mentioning its inferiority.
This too was the case with E.G.P. in 1713: "Het woordt LACHEN kan op 
veelderleye wijzen gespelt werden, als 'lachgen, lachchen, lagchen, laggen', 
doch ik houde ’ t met ' lachen', volgens den Regel dat men de weynigste letters 
kiesen moet wanneer die genoeg zijn om den klank uyt te spreken". His objection 
is thus not so much that the other forms offend against any theory of his, but 
rather that it is common sense to use as few letters as possible; and the 
shortest form here is "lachen", though he does not explain why this is preferable 
to the equally short form "laggen".
As mentioned for "lacchen" such forms with *-cch-' do occur in Ten Kate's 
Aenleiding, e.g. "LAGCHEN, gelacchen" (1.568), but '-ch-' is possibly his 
preferred practical usage, as on p.387 he writes that one should, "volgens den 
gewoonen slenter, en niet Gritice, ons NG, M ,  GH en UW (als bij RING, DRANK,
LACH en DOUW), om haer dubbelledige gedaente, slegts als dubbele Gonsonanten in 
dezen aenzie, en onder de enkele nu niet telle, om dat men niet gewoon is die in 
Plur. te verdubbelen, want men zet geraeenlijk RINGEN, DRANKEN, LACHEN, DOUWEN, 
enz.". The significant word here is "Gritice",- he regards the common acceptance 
of the letter as double to be false; for him these combinations are single 
letters. Thus it is possible that he had considerable sympathy with those who 
wished to double '-chch-' (q.v.), though abiding by the *^gewoonen slenter" of 'ch'
Throughout the 18th century the "lachen” forms are probably the most common,
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possibly because of the influence of Moonen (e.g. in Corleva's dictionary, 1741), 
but more likely because this was the simplest and most traditional form. This 
predominance is supported by the new edition of Sewel's dictionary in 1766, 
revised by Buys. In this he abandons Sewel's own spelling (lachgen), and in the 
introduction where Sewel had explained his preferences, adds; "doch dewyl nu 
genoegzaam alle Menschen 'lachen' schryven, heb ik die spelling door dit geheele 
Woordenboek gevolgt". This is actually inaccurate, - all such words after 
"richgel" retain the former 'chg' spelling, as do "kuchgen, gichgelen". The 
'-ch-' forms are also used in Kramer's works, though in the dictionary of 1719, 
as in the revisions by Von Moerbeek of both the grammar and the dictionary, 
alternatives are given; e.g. "lachen, lagchen, lachchen" in the dictionaries, 
and "met een lachgenden Mond" in the grammar (p.80} with "lachchen" also in 
the vocabulary list.
The use of simple '-ch-' continued to be very common until the turn of the 
century, being used i.a. by Des Roches, Pieterson, Stijl and Schwiers. In the 
early 19th century it was superceded by the Siegenbeek system (see "lagchen"), 
though it continued in the South, probably under the influence of Des Roches 
and the grammars in turn influenced by him. It is used by De Neckere (1815), 
Visschers (c.l825) and Willems.
The latter, in his Sphryfwyze of 1824 disposes of the inconsistency of 
"lachen, loochenen" by arguing that since /ch/ only occurs in Dutch in a final 
position, it must belong on the end of the first syllable and not at the 
beginning of the second; "In'lachen, wichelaer, lichaem', enz schynt het ons op 
zyn best overtollig eene 'g' voor de 'ch' te plaetsen; vermits de 'ch', als 
slotklank, zich altoos by de vorige letters aensluit, en men dus niet 'li-chaem, 
la-chen', maer 'lich-aem, lach-en' spellen moet" (p.380). Although this breaks 
a basic rule of Dutch syllable division as usually formulated, it nonetheless 
justifies the '-ch-' spelling. He was not the first to give the rule in this way 
moreover,- Moonen has a similar comment, and De Neckere also argues on these 
lines, giving Van Belleghem as his source. Willems may have taken it from any 
of these, or it may have been a common practice in the South.
The '-ch-' spelling continued to be common in the ^outh throughout the 
Siegenbeek period, and it is the letter's choice of '-gch-' to which Willems is
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referring in the comment given. De Simpel actually refers to '-ch-* as a 
typically Southern spelling in the late 1820's.
In the North the use of '-gch-',- itself doubted by Siegenbeek - was being 
attacked by Bilderdijk, similarly on grounds of syllable division. Bilderdijk's 
views on this do not always coincide with those (now) generally accepted,- for 
example he would not split two consonants which could come together in initial 
position, e.g. "vasten" is divided "va-sten". Much the same held for 'ch', 
which "tot de eerste zoo wel als de tweede Sylbe behoort". Thus for him the 
spellings with doubling such as "lagchen, lachchen" are simply unnecessary. The 
argument as put forward in his Spraakleer suggests that he is confusing a mere 
orthographic convenience and a rule of pronunciation. He claims that "winnen, 
willen, kommer" cannot be split "wil-len" etc. - "hier moet geen tweemaa.1 'nn, 
lly mm* maer eene lange uitgerekte konsonant zijn",- consequently "lach-en" is 
wrong, and so is "la-chen" as the *ch* does not belong uniquely to either 
syllable.
In 1859 the De Vries/Te Winkel system reintroduced this *-ch-* spelling, 
though they realised that it was not the ideal form (see "lachchen"). It was 
for them a compromise form: "Van die ... gebruikelijke schrijfwijzen is die met 
de enkele *ch* nog de minst onregelmatige". It is interesting to note that, in 
the midst of the rule of Siegenbeek*s system, *-ch-' is still considered 
"gebruikelijk". This spelling has remained in use since that date, uncontested 
by any except Rombouts (see "lagchen").
CHCH: Lachchen
Were *ch* accepted as a single letter, then, as discussed above, the spelling 
logically demanded in the inflexion of such as "lach, poch" would be "lachchen, 
pochchen" by analogy with "heb, rib: hebben, ribben" etc.. Indeed *-chch-* would 
be demanded in all words where the sound follows a stressed short vowel, whether 
in inflexion or not, for example in "wichchelen". Such spellings have often 
occurred in Dutch, and cover a considerable period of time.
They are first found in Middle Dutch, for example in some of the glossaries 
discussed by De Man: "lachchen, crochchen"; "rochche" (the fish) is also known 
with this spelling. It is however a distinctly minor usage, being less common
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in these words than ’-chgh-’ (q.v.). What incited these early writers to use 
'-chch-' is not clear as until then no theories had been put forward as to the 
dual/single nature of 'ch' in Dutch. Possibly they felt the sound in these words 
to be stronger than that found in final position. The spelling was never very 
common, and is not met again until the mid 17th century.
It was in 1635 that this usage was defended by Montanus. As he considered
'ch' to be "geen verschillende twee letteren,... maer alleen een enkelde letter" 
it was, for him, logical to double it where necessary: "ora dat ic nae't gebruic 
eigentlijc stel 'verre, vallen, mannen, stammen, vossen, moffen, platte, tappen, 
gladde, tobbe': zo zet ic ooc 'rochchen, dicke of dikke'..."etc. (p.26). He 
was also tempted to retain this double 'chch' in the uninflected forms, e.g. 
"rochch", as described in chap. 17 (cf. also "singngen" described in chap.2).
The same line of reasoning seems to have been held by Pels, writing in 1677, 
for he uses such spellings as "hachchelyk" and "Het lachchen is den menschen 
eige" (B4r“ ). Such spellings did not gain widespread approval, but can be 
found. Laurens Bake used '-chch-' in his Tiende SchÈmpdicht van Juvenalis:-
"De lac he her schudde long en lever al zyn leeven. ... How zou hy lachchen I",
and "bochchel" (p. 15). The date of this work is sometimes given as 1695 (the 
Boekzaal of July 1695 gives it as a new work!) but the edition used bears the 
date 1677, the same year as Pels's work. Probably the weight of Nil Volentibus 
was behind Pels's pronouncement, as it is their views which he puts forward in 
his Introduction. Bake had been a menber of Nil Volentibus, though it is 
usually held that he left in 1671. It is not impossible however that his former 
association would encourage him to read their productions with some attention.
The same spelling is faund in this poem in the Mengelpoezy of 1737.
This spelling of Bake's is of interest for another reason: In the
introduction to his own works of 1 7 2 1  Langendijk writes that he has "de spelkunst ; |,
j;il
van den heere L.Bake meest gevolgd, niet omdat ik anderen afkeur; maar dewijl
myne zinnelykheid in ' t begin daar op gevallen is, en de verschillende gevoelens
der taalkundigen ray wederhouden om myne gewoonte te veranderen, tot dat zy 
malkander overtuigt, en dus die konst op eenen eenparigen voet gebracht hebben". 
Apart from showing his impatience at contemporary wrangles, Langendijk here 
refers to a "spelkonst van den heere L. Bake". As no such work has ever been
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recorded, it seems probable that he is referring to Bake's usage. Unfortunately 
he does not elaborate which work of Bake's he used as his base, as nowhere, for 
example does Langendijk use this '-chch-' spelling.
Until the turn of the century such spellings continue to occur, though very 
sporadically. The edition of Van den Ende's Schatkamer edited by D'Arsi in 1681 
uses only '-ch-' spellings in the main entries, but the writer's attention seems 
to have lapsed in the secondary entries and in the French-Dutch section (see 
also above). These lapses are interesting, for whereas the main entries probably 
represent the compiler's preferred spelling, the variants give a clue to the 
contemporary alternatives. Thus alongside "lachen" D'Arsi/Van den Ende lists 
"gichelen, lachchen", and in the French section "rire: lachchen; Sous-rire,
Glimp-lachchen, Grenikken, Grim-lachehen". The words "prachchen, prachcher, 
tichchel" and their compounds all have '-chch-' in the main entry. The original 
edition of 1654 has no '-chch-' spellings, but does have "pracchen", though 
whether the '-chch-' is due to D'Arsi is open to doubt as his own dictionary of 
1651, 1663, has a few '-cch-' forms but none with '-chch-'. It is also doubtful 
whether Van den Ende would have appreciated any questionable spellings from the 
Mellema/D'Arsi dictionary being used in his own, as he is highly critical of 
Waesberghe's (the printer's) usage in the introduction to the 1654 edition.
In I68I, the same year as Van den Ende/D'Arsi, Bernagie's play "De 
belachchelyke Jonker" was published (cf. "lachchen" on p.l), and in I685 De la 
Croix published his translation of Molière's "Les Precieuses ridicules" under 
the title of "De belachchelijke hoofsche Juffers". Pluimer's Gedichten of 1692 
also show this spelling, e.g. p.I65, as does Oudaen's "Voorschaduwing" p.66. It 
is possibly significant that Bernagie was a close friend of Pluimer, and that 
Pluimer and La Croix, like Bake, were both members of Nil Volentibus at some time®
The Boekzaal does not normally have '-chch-* spellings, though they do occur 
at times, e.g. May 1696 "Verhandeling van de Wichchelroede en deszelfs nutheid", 
a form also found in May 1697 p.389, 418, 430 and 561. Probably more interesting 
in the usage of this periodical is where a word with medial 'ch* has to be 
divided at the end of a line. On several occasions the setters (or the editor 
Rabus, or bothl) seemed unable to decide which syllable should take possession of 
the 'ch' - a perennial problem - and compromised by having two - one at the end
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of the first syllable, on the first line, and another on the next line at the 
beginning of the second syllable I For example -
"... schach- "... lich-
cherden ..." (January 1692,p.17) chamen ..." (July 1697,p.70).
Similar examples can be found in the issue for May 1697,p.423,426. In his
Rabbelary... (p.227) Van der Linden throws scorn on some of these uses as part
of his polemic with Rabus, though he does not point out that syllable division
caused thou. Rabus's normal usage, like Van der Linden's, was '-ch-', though the
anonymous Lof-Reden op Piet Rab by some of Van der Linden's supporters uses
"kochchelen" on p.27.
One of the few consistent users of this period was Hilarides. In his 
Phaedrus translation of 1695 (introduction p.25) he writes: "Naadien het een 
rechtschaapen liefhebber meer lusten moet, de handen aan het werk selfs te slaan, 
als onze taal met geduerig rachchen op de misbruykers, te willen verweeren ...". 
Three pages earlier, whilst still defending (as here) his previous Nepos 
translation against that of Van Hoogstraten, he illustrates to what extent he 
takes this spelling, by writing: "Maar, om sijne slordighejt te ontdekken, nam 
ik voor, het onze te verdeedigen. Doch niet by verweer sc hr if t, om dat die al 
deurgaans, op kibbelaryj en ujtkomen: en ik sac he her voor my geen nood in" (p. 22). 
Such an extreme usage would appear to be unique to Hilarides.
These spellings must have been constantly occurring through the years, as 
both Sewel and Moonen mention them; both reject such a usage. Sewel prefers 
'-chg-' (q.v.), but Moonen prefers '-ch-':"'ik lach-e, Prach-e, juich-e'; zonder 
dat de CH voor de aengevoegde E behoeve herhaelt te worden, gelyk hedendaegs in 
eene nieugesmeede spelling op een vreemde wyze geschiedt"(p.l85). For him there 
is no problem, for his examples show that he regarded the 'ch' as belonging to 
the first syllable (cf. Willems above, under "lachen"). Poefaet rejects the 
'-chch-' forms as monsters caused by a mistaken belief that the root consonant 
could not leave the stem (which was the motivation of the Boekzaal spellings).
The first grammar to propose such spellings was that of Verwer in 1707. When 
discussing derivative noun-formation, he writes: "Substantive omnia ex infinitive 
abbreviate, per simplicem apocopen sunt nobis masculine, ut 'het loopen de loop', 
... ut 'wensch' a 'wenschen', 'wensche' a 'wenschinge'... Per ratio est in
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multis aliis; ut 'afbrek/ afbreuke: tredt/ intrede: kant/kante; klem/ klemme: 
lacb/lachche" (i.e. the first of each pair of nouns is masculine, the second 
feminine).
Several dictionaries from the early years of the^18th century record such 
spellings, though most often as a minor usage or secondary alternative. Halma 
(and Giron) and Kramer all give "lachchen" as a variant of "lachen", and the 
former also has "Bochchel"; Marin in 1717 uses the spelling only in "bochchel, 
tichchel" and their compounds and derivatives, giving no reference to other 
'-chch-* forms such as "lachchen", whereas the Van Hoogstraten/Hannot dictionary 
of 1704 and 1719 contains "bochchel",- again the only example. The irregular 
usage of dictionaries in this respect is examined in a later section of this 
chapter. Kramer's German grammar regularly uses '-chch-' (e.g. p.4, 309ff),
As mentioned in the section on "lachen" above, E.G.P. knew of the '-chch-' 
spelling in 1713, and the same form can later beffound in the text of Ten Kate, 
who regards it merely as a variant. He does not explicitly reject it, and 
indeed its inclusion as an alternative in vol. II where he gives the root word 
"LACH in ons LACHEN (of LACHCHEN), Lacchen in de Vuist", suggests that he felt 
all three spellings acceptable. Furthermore it can be seen from his comments on 
the single nature of 'ch' (see "lachen" above) that he might have favoured 
such a doubling.
Thus, for all its comparative scarcity, the '-chch-' spelling did continue 
in use during the first half of the 18th century. In 1748 and 1755 the forms 
received a boost from Van Belle's grammars. In the Wegwyzer he does not discuss 
the spelling as such, although it occurs on p.12, where he says that 'ch' can be 
found " in 'Lach, gelach,'(van 't Werkwoord 'Lachchen',)...". Similarly on p.98 
when discussing rhyme-words he warns against choosing those with only limited 
scope: "Neem SPIEGEL eens, gy zit ten eerste vast, /AIzo daarop geen deeglyk 
Sluitwoord past./ Neem LACHCHEI'J, 't zou vooral niet beeter weezen:/ Want 
PRAGCHEN zelf is te oud, en ' t stoot in ' t leezen". He does not explain why 
’-gch-' is used in the second example. - That this was not an empty warning can 
be seen in the works of some poets, who occasionally got themselves into 
difficulties in this way; not all of them, however, could evade the issue as 
blatantly as Rusting, in his Volgeestige Werken (p.5): "Terstond daer op
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onstont'er stilte,/ (Wat Drorarael rijmt nu oock op ilte?/ Nu dat is even goet) 
doe sprack Mercuur..•".
In his Schets of 1755 Van Belle is more explicit on his choice, and the 
paragraph concerned is clearly inspired by Sewel's comments. Where the latter 
wrote "(het) dunkt my dat (ch) beter past om een Lettergreep te sluyten, als te
beginnen; om welke reden ik liever 'lachgen' als 'lachchen' wil spellen; en
'lighaam' als 'lichaam' of 'lichchaam'", Van Belle (p.6) replies: "De CHE dient
eigentlyk en allermeest, om eene Lettergreep te beginnen, minst om ze te sluiten.
... Hierom schryf ik liever: 'Lagchen' dan 'Lachgen', maar allerliefst 'Lachchen'
... 'Ligchaam' is hierom ook beter dan 'Lighaam, Lichaam, Lichgaam' of 
'Lichchaam'". Thus his rejection, or rather reversal, of Sewel's theory results 
in an opposite spelling: Sewel will not allow 'ch' in first place in a syllable,
and therefore spells "lach-gen". Van Belle will, and so spells "lach-chen".
Another grammar which recommends the '-chch-' spelling at this time is that 
of De Haes, though he does not argue along the same lines as Van Belle. On p. 114 
he writes: "Wat verders aenbelangt den Werkwoorden 'lachen, prachen’ enz,, aldus 
met eene enkele 'ch' te spellen, smaekt ons gansch niet; dewyl, wanneer men
tusschen de 'ch' en den laetsten lettergreep 'en' geen koppelteeken zet, gelyk ,,i|r
i
ook nergens gebruiklyk is, ieder, die onzer tael niet door en door kundig is, de 
'ch' altoos by den laetsten lettergreep 'en' voegen, en die woorden derhalven uit 
zal spreken als of 'er stond 'la-chen, pra-chen'; vermits de aert onzer spellings 
doorgaens medebrengt, dat men geen lettergreep, met eenen klinker beginnende, zal 
laten versteken blyven van eenen medeklinker, in dien 'er slechts by of omtrent, 
ik laet staen de naest gebuur van is: dit staet Monen, in dezelve Spraekkunste 
bladz.194, in de woorden ' legen, heben' ook volmondig toe: waerom by zegt, dat 
men de 'g' en 'b' verdubbelen moet, en schryven 'leggen' en 'hebben'. Het is wel 
waer dat 'er weinige Nederduitsche woorden met eenen 'ch' in hunnen eersten of 
tweeden lettergreep begonnen worden, doch daer zyn'er echter, als 'Cherubyn, 
hachlyk'; derhalven achten wy ook, om dezelve reden, hier even te voren door 
Monen genoemt, volstrektlyk noodig, in de woorden 'lachchen' en 'prachchen' de 
'ch' te verdubbelen". Here he takes a rule of Moonen's and applies it to "lachen", 
which Moonen did not do, for the reasons stated earlier. It is odd that De Haes 
gives "hachlyk" as a word whose second syllable begins with 'ch'; did he thus
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divide it "ha-chlyk"? He presumably had in mind the longer form "hachelyk", 
though it would have been clearer if he had used this form in the example. In 
its contracted form he feels "dat 'hachlyk', zander de 'e' daer in te voegen, 
bestaen kan", - i.e. if the full form is used, 'ch' needs to be doubled, 
otherwise a single '-ch-' will suffice.
Like De Haes, Zeydelaar in 1769 was aware of the limitations of the "la-chen" 
spelling in accurately representing the sound. However he adopts the '-gch-' 
spelling, "niet 'lachen, prachen' of 'lachchen, prachchen' gelijk F. de HAES".
He is not utterly opposed to this solution of the "la-chen" problem, however,- 
"met de spelling 'lachchen' zou men dit gebrék vergoeden, maar met de beste 
Taalkenners, behoud' ik liever de 'g'". Thus as was the case with 'gt' spellings 
(see chap.3) he considers that agreement with eminent writers' usage is more 
important than consistency within any particular system. Cramer echoes De Haes 
in giving '-chch-' as a contemporary alternative (see "laggen"), but the Kunst 
grammar rejects the letter's arguments (see "lagchen").
One of the few non-grammatical works of this period which uses these forms 
was published in 1771. This is the Verhandeling of D. Mestingh, and is more 
radical than most, including as it does such spellings as "ontsachchelyke, 
lichchaam" alongside the relatively normal "lachchen" (e.g. p.17,26). Others 
besides him must have continued to use these spellings, as contemporary 
dictionaries keep their references to them. Often however these are merely 
taken over from whatever older dictionary the new work is based on, but it would 
be uncharitable to assume that all lexicographers copied older works without any 
discrimination as to which spelling variants should be edited out as no longer 
current.
Von Moerbeek's revision of Kramer's dictionary in 1768 retains the reference 
to "lachchen" found in the first edition, and such a form is also included in the 
grammar of 1774 alongside the more regular form. Winkelman's French dictionary 
of 1783 and J. Holtrop's English dictionary of 1709 likewise give "lachchen"; the 
former, being based on Raima, also included the reference "Pochel zie Bochchel" 
to be found in the latter, though the main entry is simplified to "Bochel" i 
Holtrop is more influenced by Marin, whose dictionary (in co-operation with 
Zeydelaar) he had re-edited three years previously; but whereas Marin also lists
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"Bochchel", Holtrop uses the '-gch-' form for that word (cf. the final section 
of this chapter). G.W. Holtrop (the son of John Holtrop) actually recommends 
the '-chch-' forms in his book De Nederduitsche Taalkunde.., of 1783: "(CH) is 
een enkel lettermerk. ... Gelijk wij dan bijkans alle medeklinkers dubbelen; als 
blijkt in SCHUBBEN, HADDEN,... ZETTEN; zo dubbel ik ook de CH, als een enkele 
medeklinker in bij voorbeeld LACHCHEN, WICHCHELEN, KACHCHEL, enz." (p,79),though 
such are not very common at the time.
With the introduction of the Siegenbeek system such spellings came to an end 
for most people, though it is not unusual to find grammars which say that '-chch-' 
would be better. In fact this is true of Siegenbeek himself. On p. 188 he gives 
'-gch-' as his spelling, because it is the most acceptable,- the only reason he 
has against '-chch-', in the way De Haes used it, is that such a "dubbelvormig" 
letter is unsuitable for further doubling, despite the normal rules which 
operated on such as "heb, hebben; had, hadden" etc; had '-chch-' been a common 
form, he would willingly have adopted it.
Following in ^iegenbeek's footsteps is the Nut Spraakkunst of 1814: "Wat 
betreft de wij ze van verdubbeling der medeklinkers .•. het zou zeker eigenaardiger : 
(more consistent) en met de gewone regelmaat overeenkomstig zijn, dat men, met 
herhaling der 'ch', 'lachchen, lichchaam' schreef, dan het gebruik heeft, 
waarschijnlijk om de dubbelvormigheid der 'ch', gewild, dat men de 'g' tot 
verdubbeling van den klank voor dezelve zoude plaatsen; en hierin behoort men aan 
hetzelve te wille te zijn" (p.llO). Behaegel (I.418) too writes that "Van de 
dry schryfwyzen 'laCHen, laGCHen, laCHCHen' (in Des Roches, Siegenbeek, Winkelman 
respectively,- the latter only in his dictionary however, his grammar has '-ch-') 
kan 'laCHCHen', maer van enkele persoonen gebruykt zynde, tot het schryfgebruyk 
niet behoren".
But the spelling was not yet totally dead. In 1824 Smits published his 
unusual proposals, on p.25 of which he explains that there is no difference in 
pronunciation between final 'g' and 'ch', as in "'dog' en 'doch'; 'nog, noch', en 
zeker ook niet tusscen 'lagchen' en 'lachchen'; 'tigehel, tichchel'; 'rogchel, 
rochchel'; 'kugchen, kuchchen'", - not that anyone had ever suggested that there 
was any difference in sound between '-gch-' and '-chch-', though they had done 
so for final ' g/ch'. His main argument in favour of '-chch-' is on p. 57: "dat
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men de zachte 'g* wil indringen in 'ligchaam, tigchel, rogchel' enz., alwaar 'ch' 
(of enkel 'c') grondletter is, kan door den bugel niet. De uitspraak vordert de 
scherpe 'ch', en de regelmaat vordert de dubbeling der grondletter in 'lachchen, 
prachchen, pochchen, kuchchen". Like De Haes he logically permits a single 'ch' 
in "'hachlyk, wichlen'... bij inkrimping voor 'hachchelijk, wichchelen". As he 
opposes the use of the combination 'ch' itself however, and wishes to replace it 
by the simple 'c', which he considers to have been originally pronounced /ch/, it 
is natural that he should extend this to cover the words in question here. He 
alludes to this in the passage above, but is more open in §36 (p.20): "Daar nu 
de 'h' als onnut, éénparig weggelaten wordt (in 'gh'),... verpligt ons de 
regelmaat van de 'h' insgelijks te verbannen achter de 'c', in 'lach, echt, 
sticht, rochchel, kuchchen' en in alle anderen, en de enkele 'c' in haar 
oorspronglijk gelujd te doen gelden". This would result in the forms "roccel, 
kuccen" by analogy with "vlaggen" (cf. "tusscen" used above).
As mentioned above, Bilderdijk rejected the use of such forms as "lachchen" 
in his Spraakleer, since they did not agree with his views on the 'ch' and its 
distribution between syllables. When Kinker reviewed this work in De Recensent, 
1827, he did not quite agree with Bilderdijk's views, and stated that he would 
always respect the usage of the majority,- at that time the Siegenbeek system.
Thus unlike the theorist Bilderdijk he would consider using "lachchen" if it 
were usual, in the same way as Siegenbeek. De Jager too felt that '-chch-' was 
really the "regelmatigste".
A violent opponent of both Siegenbeeki*-s '-ggh-' and Bilderdijk's '-ch-' was 
Garlebur. A doubling of 'ch' by means of a 'g' is as inconsistent, he claims, 
as "bidten, spodten, besefven, sizsen" (p.22), and a simple 'ch' is not adequate: 
"derhalve schrijve men noch 'ligchamen' of 'lagchen', noch 'lichamen' of 'lachen', 
maar 'lichchamen' en 'lachchen'". He is also critical of Kinker's adherence to 
majority usage: "Het zou er nog al ongelukkig uitsien, als we geene verjaarde 
verkeerde spelling zouden raogen verwerpen. Zouden we dan voor altijd de 
siegenbeeksche spel- en taalregels hebben? Dat verhoede de Hemeli". Garlebur's 
book was not of any great influence however, and was not well reviewed in De Gids 
of 1857 (11,730) by P. Foreestier (= Thijm): "Bij het opslaan en opensnijden, 
of ... wilt ge liever - bij het openslaao on opsnijden (van dit boek)..."l
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De Vries and Te Winkel, like so many before, felt that "de regelmatigheid zou 
dus eischen dat de 'oh' werd verdubbeld in ’lachchen, lichchaam, echcho' enz. 
(Maar) het gebruik verwerpt de regelmatige verdubbeling der 'ch'". They then 
decide that 'ch' is the best compromise (see "lachen" & "lagchen").
No other mention of '-chch-' occurred until in 1957 Rombouts found himself 
confronted by the usual dilemma: "In 'kachel, lachen, kuchen, pochel' enz. eist 
ons spellingsisteem een dubbele medeklinker. ... En hier nu blijkt weer 
allerduidelijkst de grote behoefte aan een afzonderlijke letter voor de scherpe 
'g'. ... 'Kaggel' gaat niet (vergelijk: 'vlaggen, zeggen, muggen, rogge') en 
'kachchel' "staat" niet". In the end he accepts the simple '-ch-',- "al menen we 
op dit punt niets aan de bestaande toe stand te moeten veranderen, wij zijn ons 
toch klaar bewust, dat hier iets scheef blijft zitten". Seeldraeyers, as 
mentioned elsewhere, took the step of simplifying Romfeuts's 'ch' to 'c', thus 
avoiding the problem altogether, as this spelling can be subject to a perfectly 
regular doubling, in the same way as any other consonant (cf.Smitds comments).
CHG: Lachgen
Spellings with this combination occur primarily in the early 18th century, 
and there undoubdetdly have their authority in Sewel's works. However he was not 
the first to employ this manner of spelling, for it occurs as early as in Middle 
Dutch, though not at all frequently. Verwijs/Verdam record "lachgen", though in 
the similar forms "cochge, hachgelen, rochge" the 'chg' is in place of a modern 
'gg' rather than 'ch'. De Jager (Archief III) mentiones "lachgen" in the Middle 
Dutch Lancelot, and "achgelen" in the Spiegel Historiael; Thijm in the Algemeen 
Letterlievend Maandschrift (1846, p.927) states that of occurrences of the word 
"lachen" in Lancelot approximately one tenth have '-chg-'. He also records from 
the same text the forms "enichge, helichge, sechgene". These latter forms, and 
probably "lachgen" too, can be explained as having resulted from the basic 
phonetic spellings "enich, sech, lach" etc., with the addition of 'g' to show 
that the /ch/ became voiced in inflexion. This is parallel to what took place 
with other consonants, e.g. "hooftden, zelfve", which are clearly analogous to 
"enichge".
In the 17th century such forms still occur, beirgused for example by De
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Ruyter: "crechgen, eenychge, regenachtychge, te ruychge, Vlamburchgerhooft"
(= Flamborough Head in Yorkshire). He too is prone to ’-td-' and '-fv-* forms, 
but he also uses '-chg-' in words which are not the inflected forms of stems 
ending in '-ch', such as "schechge (= schegge), Walchgeren". This is probably 
an analogical extension of the "eenychge" spelling type.
Another user, but only in words like "lachgen" (i.e. not "eenichge" etc.),was 
De Vynck in his Wekelyck Vermaeck: "Ic lachge dat ic krake" (vol.2, 1645,p.39),- 
the use of "ic" suggests that he is perpetuating the forms of an older 
orthographic school, as was De Ruyter. It is probable that other conservative 
spellers also used such forms in the early 17th century, and they can still be 
found in the later years: Rintjus uses "ontzachgeliike" in the introduction to
Klioos Kraam vol.II (in his own spelling system), Luyken uses similar forms in 
his Duitse Lier of 1671 ("lachgende" p.28), but whereas Luyken also uses the 
older "zech" spelling type, Rintjus does not. The first instance of this usage 
noted in a grammatical work is "lachgen, uytlachgen" in Van Helderen's Dutch- 
English dictionary of 1675. His English grammar of the same year uses "laghen", 
and his Dutch grammar has "laggen" (see below), so it cannot be stated for 
certain which form he actually prefers.
Not until 1691 did this spelling acheive the status of being positively 
recommended by a grammar, and this time there is no question of mere conservatism 
on the part of the writer. For in his dictionary of that year Sewel put forward 
very cogent reasons for following this spelling pattern. His starting point was 
the fact that in Dutch /ch/ only occurs at the end of a word, which implies that 
'ch' should not appear in initial position. As the medial consonant of "lachen" 
should, according to the rules, be part of the second syllable, it must be 
something other than^ich', namely 'g'. For these reasons he writes of ' ch' : "Ik 
houdze scherper als de G; echter dunkt ray dat ze beter past om een Lettergreep 
te sluyten als te beginnen; om welke reden ik liever 'lachgen' als 'lachchen' 
wil spellen" (cf. Van Belle's counter argument in favour of "lachchen"). The 
'-chg-' is thus a natural and logical consequence of his premises.
In the years following the appearance of this work, supported by his 
Spraakkonst of 1708, Sewel's recommended spelling is to be found a little more 
frequently, though it never acheived a widespread adoption, and can seldom be
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attributed directly to 3ev;el*s influence. It can be found for example in Nicolas 
Heinsius’s Vermakelyken Avonturier of 1695 for the word "buchgel" (1.271), which 
Sewel spells "bochgelH. The '-chg~* forms were also known to E.G.P. in 1713, 
but he rejects them.
When Sewel rewrote Ph. La Grue's grammar in 1719, he discarded the original 
•ch/cch’ spelling (see above), and substituted his own ’-chg-'. This was in 
turn taken over by Cuno when he translated this work into German in 174.1, e.g. 
"gelachgen, lachgen” (p.2^2, 250), though he also has "lachen" (p.226). Given 
the relationship between the Sewel works, the revised edition of La Grue, and 
Cuno, it is hardly surprising that they all recommend '-chg-‘, but they are in 
fact the only works to do so (later editions of 8ewel/La Grue vary, see "lachhen").
Some use of this spelling continued, for, as noted above. Van Belle still 
felt it necessary to argue against it in 1755. Nor must this be thought to be 
merely referring to usage in older works, for in an answer to a "prijsvraag" set 
by the Haarlem Society, on the question of education in the mother tongue,
S. Formey, the Secretary of the Berlin Academy, included the following sentence: 
"Men heeft ellendige A.B.Boeken, waar in men eenige lorape en belachgelijke 
figuurtjes vindt". This was in 1766. Similarly in 1772 Wolif and Deken's De 
Menuet en de Dominées Pruik includes "lachgend". In 1778 Chomel’s Algeraeen 
huishoudelijk ... woordenboek uses "kachgel" (e.g. p.1390). This is in the 
translation by Chalmot, and is almost certainly in the latter’s o\m spelling, as 
"belachgelijk" occurs in his o\m Biographisch Woordenboek of 1798.
Kramer’s grammar of 1774 still has the erratic usage of the earlier editions 
(e.g. 1755), including the sporadic ’-chg-’ forms: "’Mit lachenden Munde’: met 
een lachgenden Mond. ... lets doen, zeggen, al bortende, al lachgende, al 
spreekende" (p.80), and in the vocabulary: "Kachgel (l755îKachel), Wichgelen, 
Hachgelyk", all of which late uses are despite the fact that the Buys edition of 
Sewel’s dictionary in 1766 had abandoned ’-chg-’ in favour of *-ch-’. In Kramer’s 
dictionary of 1719, there is the exceptional form "Wichgelen", being apparently 
the only ’-chg-’ spelling in the Dutch-German section, though the German-Dutch 
half gives "lachgen" as a variant of "lachen". It is possible that Kramer was 
here influenced by Sewel. The ’-chg-’ forms are still given as contemporary (?) 
variants by Cramer at the end of the century (see "laggen").
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Right at the end of the century there appeared a new dictionary with '-chg-' 
spellings. This was Wilcocke's Dutch-English dictionary of 1793, which the 
compiler considered to be a replacement for the now unobtainable Sewel. On the 
title page stands that the work is "compiled chiefly from the Quarto dictionary 
of WILLIAM SEWEL",- probably the 1766 edition, though the format was quarto 
from the 1726 edition onwards. This explains his choice of '-chg-': he had them 
direct from Sewel. However, as has already been noted, the Buys edition of Sewel 
actually used '-ch-' (in theory at least), so Wilcocke must have also used the 
earlier editions. He states in fact in the introduction that he considers the 
1766 version far too bulky, and containing too many unnecessary phrases. Like 
the Buys edition of Sewel, Wilcocke actually mixes '-ch-' and '-chg-', though 
not for the same words: he has '-chg-' in "gichgelen, kachgel, kuchgen, lachgen, 
pochgel, pochgen, prachgen, richgel, schachgeren, tichgel, wichgelen" of which 
Buys uses '-chg-' in all but "kachel, lachen, pochel, prachen". Wilcocke uses 
Buys's '-ch-' in "Bochel, rochelen" and after a long vowel, but prefers the 
spelling "lighaam" of the earlier Sewel editions. The same spelling is found in 
his pocket dictionary of 1311,- after Siegenbeekl From the same printer (Boosey) 
comes Hasendonck's grammar of 1314, which also contains "lachgen, loech, gelachen" 
(sic), and influence from Wilcocke on this work cannot be ruled out (see also 
"lagchgen" below).
This is the last time that '-chg-' appears in daily use,- i.e. outside 
reviews of earlier spelling practices such as those by Thijm and De Jager 
mentioned above. But in Archief IV De Jager refers to a contemporary use by 
Van Lennep in his "Post van den Helicon I". The words here in question are 
"gelachgen, liefdelachgje", but as Van Lennep normally uses the contemporary 
'-gch-', it is possible that these are examples from the letter-setter's hand 
rather than from the pen of the writer. In either case the words point to a 
very limited continuation of such spellings long after the introduction of the 
Siegenbeek system. The possibility of it being a casual misprint can be ruled out 
as the spelling affects more than one word.
CHGH: Lachghen
This form arose in Middle Dutch under the same circumstances as those which 
gave rise to the '-chg-' forms listed above; the only difference is that here the
172.
user preferred 'gh' to 'g* before ’e’* De Man records "rochghen" in the glossary- 
mentioned above (re "lachchen"); Verwijs/Verdam include "lachghen" from the 
prose version of Reynaert, and also "rochghe"; Hoebeke lists "Berchghem" for the 
place name "Berchera" in the Oudenaerde records; Van Loey (Sprk) mentions 
"nachghelen" for "nagelen"; Obreen/Van Loey give "enichghe, lichghen" in the 
records reprinted by them, for example in those for Brugge dated 28 April 1269: 
"Den here Michiel prochghiaen •••"• De Jager also mentions "lachghen" in the 
Spiegel Historiael (1.399)• The use of '-chgh-' in "nachghelen" together with 
"hachgelen" mentioned in the previous section are interesting in that they 
might suggest that the preceding vowel was short.
All these examples are from fairly early Middle Dutch, but such spellings are 
by no means restricted to older texts. For example they are still to be found in 
Everaept’s works (1485-1556), e.g. "rochghe". This is also the spelling form 
used consistently by Lambrecht in his Naembouck, containing such words as 
"lachghen, prachgher, cuchghen, beguuchghelen", though the latter example is 
after a long vowel. His spelling "rocghghelen" is (fortunately) certainly a 
misprint.
CHH: Lachhen
This very rare spelling has been encountered only once in a literary work, in 
Hilarides's Phaedri Fabulae of 1695. Here on p.25 is to be found the sentence: 
"Echter entrent den man selfs, sooze hem noch eenige nuttighejt aanbrengt (dat 
meenig maal seer hachhelijk is, en schaars)...". It must be conceded that this 
is almost certainly a misprint for the usual Hilarides '-chch-',- cf. the word 
"rachchen" on the same page.
But this does not mean that such a combination never occurred legitimately. 
There is in fact a(single?) grammar which uses such spellings; this is the 1762 
edition of Sewel's revised version of Ph. La Grue's grammar - "op nieuws 
verbeterd en merkelijk verraeerderd door een verstandig Spraakkonstenaar, en 
daarenboven naagezien door Willem Sewel",- the first revision referred to was 
that of the 1688/1701 versions. In the paradigms for weak verbs on p.211 can be 
found listed "ik lach, ik lachte & loeg, gelacht & gelachhen, lachhen". That 
this is not a solitary misprint is shown by its here occurring twice, in the
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participle and in the infinitive. In addition it also occurs when the same verb 
is entered in the list of strong verbs on p.220: "ik lach, ik loeg, gelachhen, 
lachhen", and later on in the Samenspraaken on p.258: "'t Lachhen is de menschen 
eygen", together with the same as the catch word for this phrase at the bottom of 
p.257. This is much too consistent to be a misprint, yet the form has not been 
encountered as an intentional spelling outside this work. Of the earlier 
editions of this work, 1719 has the Sewel spelling "gelachgen, lachgen" on 
p.211,221, and 1728 has "gelachgen, lachgen" on p.221 but '-ch-' on p.209.
GCH: Lagchen
When Siegenbeek introduced this spelling he did not claim to have invented 
it, but regarded it merely as the least irregular of existing alternatives. Yet 
many did indeed attribute its formulation solely to him, and it is not infrequent 
in the 19th century to find writers on spelling either having to point out that 
such forms had existed earlier, or discovering this fact for themselves I De Jager 
knew that the '-gch-' became common in the mid 18th century, yet is still 
surprised to find it used by De Vin in 1716: "Opmerkelijk is het, bij hem, bijna 
honderd jaar voor Siegenbeek, de spelling van 'lagchen' en 'breijen' te hooren 
voorstaan" (see below)•
But De Vin was by no means the first to use this form, for once more such 
spellings can be found in Middle Dutch and early 17th century texts, though they 
are not overcommon. Verwijs/Verdam record "lagchende" in Parthonopeus Van Bloys, 
and later in 1635 Van de Venne uses the lines: "Straalt je oogen op den Aap,/
Die 800 tuymelt, springt en kogchelt,/ Die sijn kaale-gatje bogchelt,/ Mit een 
averechtse d r a a y . t h o u g h  the same work contains 'cch' in addition (q.v.). An 
anomalous use can also be found in Pels's introduction of 1677, where he uses 
'-chch-', but on p.7 writes '"kleedden, visschen'/ Wordt wel, en voegchelyk 
berymd met 'leden, missen*".
Not until 1684 did '-gch-' achieve recognition by a grammarian, when 
Winschooten granted it a limited application in his dictionary. But even here 
it is only for the words "bogchel, belagching, belagchelijk, belagchen",- all 
other compounds of "lachen" are spelt with '-ggh-', as are all '-ch-' words 
appearing later in alphabetical order than "belagchen". This may well have been
174.
an unintentional spelling then, the type-setter realising his error after 
"belagchen" and adopting Winschooten's preferred '-ggh-' instead. "Lagchen" can 
be found in Duikerius's Voorbeeldzels of 1693 (p.449), and in the travel-tales 
of De Bruyn in 1698 (p.125). Both of these use '-gch-' in words other than 
those in which it is found in Winschooten, thus ruling out direct influence. It 
can be found also in Ten Kate's Klankkonde of 1699: "de medeklinker 'ch' die in't 
woord 'lagchen' koomt", though this form does not figure in his Aenleiding.
By the turn of the century the form was becoming fairly widespread, being 
found for example used by Van Geesdalle (1700, p.191,192) and in the Grammaire 
plus exacte of 1701 (p.96, 108) in the word "lagchen". This is also given by 
Halma in his French dictionary as a variant form for many words: "lagchen, 
kagchel, bogchel" etc; all refer to a main entry with a different spelling. M.S. 
uses '-gch-' in 1711, as too does Heugelenburg in 1714. E.G.P. knew of it in the : 
South in 1713, and it is used in the same year by Bouvaert, though he does not 
discuss it in the limited section covering grammar in his book on poetics.
The first grammar to positively argue for its adoption was De Vin in 1716, and 
in this respect De Jager's comment quoted above is certainly justified. De Vin 
feels that contemporary usage is inaccurate, and it is important to note which <
form he gives for this: "De woorden die men dan uitspreekt, als 'lagchen, kachel, 
pochen' etc., die worden gemeenelik geschreven met twee 'cc' aldus: 'lacchen, 
kacchel, pocchen' etc., dog t' onregte; want, indien de 'c' de kragt heeft van 
een 'k' in de eerste zilabe, als blijkt in het woord van 'Isaac*, zoo zoude 
volgens dien de eerste zilabe van 't woord 'lagchen', 'lak' wezen, en zoo mede 
met alle dusdanige woorden: ik gebruike een 'g' in de plaatse van 'c' in de 
eerste lettergreep". It is debatable whether the first sentence implies a 
difference of pronunciation between "lagchen" and "kachel", for he makes no 
further distinction between the two in the following argument. It must be added, 
however, that '-gch-' was never consistently adopted for all '-ch-' words after 
a short stressed vowel until Siegenbeeki
One writer who was well aware of the continued history of '-gch-' since 
Middle Dutch was Tuinman in 1722. For this reason he regards 'gch' not as a new 
spelling, but as a perpetuation of an old one: "De ouden schreven 'diefven, 
briefven,... sechghen, meinscghen', 'tgeen den gr*ond schynt te leggen tot
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'mensgen ... sorchgelyk, drocght af',.. Deze overtollige en wanvoegelyke 
letterballast, die de woorden tot wanschepzels misvormde, is nu te recht bulten 
boorde geworpen; hoewel men nog wel behoud 'lagchen* voor 'lachen'";- note his 
use of "behoud", he does not regard it as an innovation. This spelling, though 
not his ideal, is quite acceptable to him, and was becoming ever more common.
It is used, haphazardly, by Huydecoper, along with "lacchen, lachen", but as 
all entries in the index and most instances in the text have '-gch-* this was 
probably his (or his printer's) preferred spelling. He does not discuss the 
spelling, and when quoting, he retains the usage of that writer, for example 
when quoting from Sewel he retains his "lachgen" forms, and when from Ten Kate 
retains "lacchen" (Book II.v/919). Such forms as "lagchend, gelagchen, pogcher" 
appear in the Spectator, though this work also used '-cch-' widely, and it is 
also used in Gelliers' Trap der Jeugd.xu The 1745 edition, and possibly earlier 
editions too, of Meijer's Woordenschat, although adopting the 'gt, -gh' system 
inspired by Moonen in favour at that time, did not adopt his argument for 
"lachen" and uses '-gch-'(e.g. p.2 of the introduction). Many of the entries 
however retained the '-cch-' spelling of the first editions, for example 
"ridiculeux, belacchelijk". Van der Schelling's Aloude Vrijheld in 1746 used 
'-gch-', and no doubt a large number of other books of this period did likewise.
As mentioned under '-chch-' Van Belle was by no means opposed to the spelling 
of such words with '-gch-', though he preferred the '-chch-' forms himself.
Two words which very often had '-gch-' were "pragchen" and "wigchelaar", 
even amongst those who used other systems for other words. Van Belle, as can be 
seen in the quotation above, spells "pragchen" alongside "lachchen". Only these 
two words have '-gch-' in Des Roches dictionary where they are not misprints, 
since all their derivatives and compounds also have '-gch-' (bogchel" is also 
included, but only as a variant). All the later editions of Marin and Halma 
(including Winkelman and Holtrop) list "wigchelaer, wigchelen", though they also 
have a few other '-gch-' forms. In addition it may not be coincidence that 
"wichgelen" is the only deviant spelling in Kramer's dictionary, though this time 
with '-chg-'. Why these two words should be singled out for a different 
spelling, if it is deliberate, is not obvious. - :
The next argument for the adoption of '-gch-' came from Schütz (published
!
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1731-6, but written in the 1750’s); "Deze twee Letters CH ... komen te pas in 
deze woorden:...'Bogchel, Pogchel, huigchelen, huigchelaar, kogchel, kugchen, 
rogchelen, lagchen, ligchaam, ontzagchelyk, wigchelen, wigchelaar*. Deze 
spelling 'gch' stemd met de uitspraak dezer woorden der best over een",- in what 
way he does not explain (Brender à Brandis's "Kabinet" vol.VI,p.300).
From now on these spellings become more and more common. All editions of 
Bincken use them, and the undated edition of Hakvoord's Onderwijs (pub.Meijer 
Amsterdam) differs in this respect from earlier editions, which have '-ch-'.
The contemporary periodical De Denker derives "ik lagte" from "lagchen", which 
may be compared with the similar form "gelagt" used in the Spectator (6,213); 
these spellings are based on the syllable division "lag-chen". Some editions of 
Marin's Dictionaire Portatif, e.g. in the revision by Zeydelaar in 1773 mid 1787, 
actually list "belagt. part, van Belagchen". Marin's Nouvelle Méthode of 1767 
has "lagchen"(p.112), whereas the edition of 1751 had "lachen", and his 
dictionary of 1768 has the similar forms "kagchel, wigchelaar". Indeed this 
latter work is almost unique in retaining the 'gch' in the uninflected forms:
"LAGGH of LACH, KUCH zie KUGGH". Halma has a few, exceptional, entries with this 
in his dictionary, though only in the French-Dutch section: "Ris: lagch" (early 
editions only, e.g.1719). J.Holtrop, who was influenced by Marin (he also 
revised the letter's dictionary), has a cross-reference "lagch enz. zie lach".
Des Roches dictionary only includes '-gch-' for the few words mentioned 
above, and it is possibly significant that none of these are included in the 
reverse entries in the French-Dutch section. In 1769 the spelling received 
further strength in the grammar of Zeydelaar: "met de beste Taalkenners behoud' 
ik liever de 'g* (in 'lagchen')". He is however more logical than Marin and 
others in dropping the 'g' in the shorter forms: when he is discussing apocope 
he gives the examples "ik lach' of lagchey ik prach' of pragche" and similarly 
"belachlyk". In the same year Van der Palm also supports "lagchen" etc., and 
Cramer gives it as his preferred form (see "laggen").
Again the following year more support arose when the Leiden society Kunst 
wordt door Arbeid verkregen" recommended this form in its Nederduitsche 
Spraekkonst. Although this recommendation by an influential society would carry 
much weight, it is not clear how much active furtherance of the spelling is due
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to it, as this society was less doctrinair than others, and allowed each member 
to use whatever spelling seemed best to him. In addition the grammar was not 
circulated in public, being printed for members only, who were expressly 
instructed that it could be shown "aan niemand, geen lid zijnde, tot was prijs 
het ook mogte zijn"i They claim that they previously used '-ch-' but had been 
persuaded of the superiority of '-gch-' by Zeydelaar.
Literary users of the last quarter of the 18th century include Van Alphen 
("lagchen",1778), and Wolff and Deken ("Boosaartige belagchers" in Cornelia 
Windschut,1793). Some also retained final '-gch' in the manner of •^^ arin's 
dictionary, for example Pater has "lagcht" in 1774, and Asschenbergh "belagcht" 
in 1793, e.g. in the poem "Hovaardy". Dictionaries too included the normal 'gch' 
spellings: Winkelman (1783) felt them to be secondary,- "Bogchel zie Bochel, 
Pogchen zie Pochen", though he did not give 'gch' alternatives for all such 
words, there being no entries for "kagchel, rigchel" with 'gch', whereas 
"wigchelaar" has 'gch' only. J. Holtrop's English dictionary of 1789 gives 
both "lagchen" and "lachchen" as secondary spellings for "lachen", though 
"bochel" refers the reader to a main entry "bogchel". The minor grammatical 
writings of T.A.G.P. and E.S.d.G. use '-gch-', the latter also using "juigchen, 
gelagch" (cf. Schütz in the same issue of Brender à Brandis's Kabinet!).
The situation by the turn of the century was thus one of frequent '-gch-', 
though still largely '-ch-', with other forms uncommon. The next major figure 
in Dutch spelling history was Siegenbeek, who formulated his spelling in 1805.
Out of all the forms then current, and most common in the later years of the 
previous century, Siegenbeek opted for '-gch-' in preference to '-ch-': "Deze 
laatste schrijfwijze voldoet niet aan den klank des woords, als waardoor men 
'la-chen, li-chaara, pra-chen' verkrijgt, overeenkomstig onze gewoonte, om, bij 
verlenging der woorden met 'en', den medeklinker der voorgaande lettergreep tot 
de laatste te brengen, als 'la-ken, ma-ken'. Men moet dus, om den korten en 
gebrokenen klank der wortelklinkers in de gemelde woorden door de spelling aan te 
wijzen, met verdubbeling der medeklinkers 'lagchen, ligchamen' enz. schrijven, 
even als men 'bidden, spotten, leggen' sohrijft. Doch in 'lach, gelach, geprach' 
is die verdubbeling even ongepast, als in 'ik bid, gespot' enz., waarvoor niemant 
'ik bidd, gespott' enz. zal schryven, (cf Marin & Pater abova) Dat men de 'ch' in
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'lagchen' enz, niet verdubbelt, maar de 'g' voor dezelve stelt, schijnt aan 
geene reden te zijn toe te schrijven, dan omdat men de 'ch', als dubbelvormige 
letter, ter verdubbeling minder geschikt geoordeeld heeft. Zonder de 
genoegzaamheid van die reden te toetsen, merken wij alleen aan, dat het 
raadzaamst is, in dezen aan het gebruik toe te geven" (p.183). With official 
backing to what was in effect a compromise spelling based more on "gebruik" than 
on a desire for regularity, the '-gch-' spellings became standard, and were 
naturally used by all grammars of the next decades, except those few noted in 
other sections which opposed the whole Siegenbeek system (e.g. Carlebur).
Thus all the Nut grammars have '-gch-', as do the later editions of some 
earlier works, such as Holtrop's English dictionary of 1823, Janson's dictionary 
of 1808, Wester's Onderwijs (1797 has "lachen"), and a very late "fifth" edition 
of Sewel's Compendious Guide in 1814, completely rewritten in fact "door een* 
predikant van eene der Engelsche gemeenten in de Nederlanden"; it bears little 
resemblance to the original. Grammars for foreign readers adopted the new 
standard spelling, e.g. Van der Pyl, Hasendonck, Ahn, Heiderscheidt, and it was 
also used by some grammars in the South, although, as noted above, it did not yet 
supercede the '-ch-' system.
Those who did use '-gch-' in the South include Behaegel: "De letter C (wordt) i: 
... gevolgd van H, als in 'loochenen, juichen, Kagchel, Kugchen, Rogchel,
Tigchel, Wigchelaer'". Van Daele uses "lacchen" but is drawn towards the 
Siegenbeek form: "... de 'g' van 'loegen' moet ievers van daen komen"(No.3/16). 
Willems preferred the Flemish '-eh-' form, but De Simpel agreed with Siegenbeek 
and used '-gch-'. Visschers gives both forms in his dictionary, but in the 
French-Dutch section uses only '-ch-', e.g. "lachen, lagchen rire; rire ... 
laarhén", thus indicating his actual preference.
Van den Bossche voices Southern opposition in his Verhandeling, and his 
points seem to contain some validity: "schryft men 'ik lach', waer is den regel 
dat men de 'g' mag achterlaetenî Schryft msn 'ik lagch', men zondigt tegen het 
algemeyn gebruyk, en daer by nog tegen den regel. ... Zal men eyndelyk 'ik lag' 
schryven? men zondigt alwederom tegen het algemeyn gebruyk". The only existing 
rule is that the second of any doubled consonant in the infinitive is dropped in 
the stem (straffen, ik straf), there is no rule which permits the dropping of
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the (ante-)penultimate letter in "lagch-"; "lagch" itself is against the rules 
prohibiting a final double consonant; the form resulting from regular application 
of the rules is "ik lag" from "lag-chen", but this would be indistinguishable 
from part of "liggen". It was this latter strict interpretation of the rules 
which caused the spellings "ik lagte, gelagt" mentioned above.
Even in the North this aspect of Siegenbeek’s system did not pass unopposed. 
In 1824 Sraits argued against it (see "lachchen"), and Bilderdijk voiced his 
criticisms in his Spraakleer (see "lachen"). De Jager on the other hand felt 
'-gch-' to be quite acceptable, and though not ideal, in any event better than a 
simple '-ch-'. He rejected the old rule which said that "'g', een zachte 
keelklank zijnde, kon (naar men meende) zich in de uitspraak onmogelijk met de 
scherpe 'ch' verbinden". He feels that this argument is of little value, and 
although he accepts that '-chch-' would be "regelmatigste" he abides by '-gch-', 
since no other "tweeledig teeken" was completely doubled; i.e. since one never 
wrote "dingngen, vischschen", no more should one expect to find "lachchen".
Further he claims that a 'g' in final position is pronounced unvoiced, so 
that "lag-chen" is really the same as "lach-chen". But this argument, deriving 
as it does from Siegenbeek's comments given above, is weak, and seems to be 
attempting to justify an already accepted usage, iather than arguing a case, as 
is shown by Carlebur in his criticism of such supposed parallels: "Hoe fraai 
geredeneerdl Men moet 'lagchen, ligchamen' schrijven, even als men 'bidden, 
spotten, leggen' schrijft. Risum teneatis, amici I in 'lagchen, ligchamen' heeft 
volgens Siegenbeek de zelfde wijze van verdubbeling der medeklinkers als in 
'bidden, spotten, leggen' plaats I Volgens ons niet: volgens ons staat zijn 'gch' 
als lettervereeniging gelijk aan 'dt, vf, zs', en eene zich gelijk blijvende 
siegenbekiaan moet dus niet 'bidden, spotten, beseffen, sissen', maar 'bidten, 
spodten, besevfen, sizsen' schrijven". This, apart from the inconsistency of 
using 'dt' for both 'dd' and 'tt', is logical; but then few systems have ever 
been impeccably consistent, and Siegenbeek's is no exception. Bomhoff accepts 
Siegenbeek's authority, but is attracted to '-chch-': when discussing double 
consonants (1854, p.22) he uses "echchel" and pleads that "men wrake voor het 
oogenblik deeze spelling niet, om des doel& wille", and he also points out that 
Siegenbeek is inconsistent in using "echel" instead of "egchel".
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At a literary congress in Amsterdam De Jager gave the names of literary 
figures who were not opposed to a doubling of the 'ch',- i.e. they supported 
'-gch-'. These were Kinker, Loots, Van Hall, Staring, Tollens, Bogaers and Ter 
Haar. How much their acceptance of 'gch'\ was the result of deliberation on the 
questions involved, and how much was due to conservatism is impossible to state, 
but it must be noted that poets and prosaists have usually risen up in arms 
against any attempt at spelling reform as being a debasement of the language; 
they have rarely been among the foremost in differentiating spelling habits from 
language use, and it is possible that the same phenomenon occurred among those 
mentioned by De Jager.
Despite this literary support for '-gch-'. De Vries and Te Winkel abolished 
it in favour of the simpler (though as they well knew, less consistent) '-ch-' 
(q.v.). They felt that '-chch-' would be best, but "heeft nooit ingang gevonden" 
(rather an exaggeration), and 'ch' was thus more acceptable; in any event 'gch' 
was undesirable. Thus '-gch-' disappeared with the introduction of the De Vries/ 
Te Winkel system, though the move was not welcomed by all. De Jager not only 
publishing various articles and pamphlets against the spelling of the W.N.T., but 
also refused to adapt his Woordenlijst in the 3rd edition, which consequently 
bears the following comment: "Dr. De Jager ... nu aangezocht om een derden druk 
van zijn boekske te bewerken, gewijzigd naar de spelling van het Woordenboek der 
Nederlandse Taal, verklaarde daartoe niet te kunnen besluiten, daar hij tegen de 
spelling van genoemd Woordenboek een menigte bezwaren had". The editorship then 
passed into the capable hands of J.H.van Dale, under whose name it was to grow 
somewhat in compass and repute.
One more tentative suggestion of '-gch-' was to appear. This came from 
Rombouts in 1957, though he is not entirely happy with it as a solution to the 
perennial problem: "'kaggel' gaat niet,...'kachchel' "staat" niet. Reeds 
Siegenbeek gaf een oplossihg, een noodoplossing: 'kagchel'. Het zou heus niet zo 
ouderwets zijn die over te nemen, en dus te schrijven: 'lagchen, hagchelijk', 
zoals de eigennaam 'Ugchelen' gespeld wordt. Beter nog lijkt 'kacchel'". In the 
end he did not find any of the forms suggested fully acceptable for one reason or 
another, and reluctantly abides by the contemporary '-ch-' (see "lachen").
GCHG: Lagchgen. This literally exceptional spelling has been encountered in
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only one book, Van Hasendonck's Grammar of the Dutch language, in the 1823 
edition. On p.91 in the verb paradigms he lists: "lagchgen, loeg, gelagchen", 
which is undoubtedly a misprint, though not entirely fortuitous, and with an 
interesting cause. The 1814 edition, as noted earlier, has "lachgen, loech, 
gelachen", being probably influenced by the use of '-chg-' in Wilcocke's 
dictionary. It would seem that in this later edition the intention was to adopt 
a Siegenbeek spelling, by the insertion of a 'g' before the 'ch' of "gelachen". 
Unfortunately the type setter did not notice the "extra" 'g' in the infinitive, 
and as '-chg-' was only used in the infinitive in the first edition, not in the 
participle, this is thus also true of '-gchg-' in the second edition. Both 
editions, incidentally, have "ligchaam".
GG: Laggen
The use of '-gg-' is normal and regular in words such as "zeggen, vlaggen", 
and these words are quite distinct from those under discussion here. It is 
equally common in many words where there is no question of gelijkvormigheid, but 
rather a hint of onomatopoeia, for example in "gaggelen, wiggelen, biggelen". 
These too are not concerned here, as they have never had a '-ch-' spelling 
proposed for them.
It is possible that for some writers spellings such as those just mentioned 
influenced the spelling of words which normally have '-ch-', for a '-gg-' form 
is occasionally found in such words. In Middle Dutch the often varied word 
"rochche" can be, and usually is, spelt "rogge"; but as it also had '-chch-' and 
'-chgh-' alternatives, it is of relevance here, especially as a similar form 
occurs for "lichaam" (see below).
The first instances of '-gg-' for '-ch-' appear in the late 17th century, and 
are very probably due to the widespread rejection of 'ch' by such grammarians as 
Winschooten, Duikerius and Van Helderen. Non-availability of 'ch' necessitated 
the use of 'gh' with some writers, 'ggh' with others (Winschooten), and for a 
very small number '-gg-'. This latter was usually avoided as it could cause 
confusion with such words as "leggen, zeggen", though as mentioned earlier there 
are in fact no words which can be confused by the use of 'ch' instead of 'gg', or 




One of the very few grammars to actually defend this usage, and by far the 
earliest, is Van Helderen in 1683 (in 1675 he used '-gh-' q.v.). In his 
Spelkonst he gives reasons for the radical avoidance of 'c(h)': '"C behoort men 
in Neerduits niet te schrijven dan tusschen een 's' en een 'h' aan het begin der 
sillaben. ... Voor 'ch' tusschen twe klinlcers behoort men twe 'gg' te schrijven 
als 'laggen, liggaara', voor 'lachen, lichaam'"(p.5). The Kort-Schrift Boek of 
the same year has a similar comment on p.14. Duikerius, in a similar vein in 
1696, uses "belaggelijkst" (p.30), but does not discuss it.
The first dictionary to include this spelling is Van Hoogstraten's edition 
of Hannot in 1704, in which "kuggen" is listed. In the same book there is also 
a cross reference to "lachen" from the minor variants "lagchen, laggen". Both 'i
entries are included in Giron's Italian dictionary of 1710, which is based on
this work. A further reference to such usage is made by E.G.P.: "Het woord |
LACHEN kan op veelderleye wijze gespelt warden, als 'lachgen, lachchen, lagchen, |
laggen...'" (see "lachen"). The author may have known such spellings, or he may ■: |
have seen them in Van Hoogstraten's dictionary, which he would probably have
j
known as the principal Dutch-Latin dictionary of the time, and he, being it
:
involvedwith Latin in his occupation (E.G.P. = Egidius Gandidus Pastor = Aegidius
:F
de Witte Priester), could well have used it. It is not known if the inclusion | 
of the form "laggen" in the dictionary is due to Van Hoogstraten, or if it was 
in the original proofs of Hannot. If the latter is the case, then the form 
may have been fairly common before the end of the previous century. Such 18th 
century forms as "ik lagte" are more probably due to "lag-chen" than "lag-gen"
(see above).
It was especially the words with no related form with final '-ch' which 
were prone to such spellings. For example "haggelyke" can be found in the 
Spectator (11,4), and also in Van Alkemade's Heldendaden (p.4). In the 
"Handvesten van Amsterdam" (1748-78) and in the "Keuren van Haerlera" (1752) can 
be found "kaggels" (recorded by W.N.T.), and "boggel" can be found in Wolff &
Deken's Willem Leevend (1.195). "Tiggelsteen" was in use as early as 1675 in 
Van Helderen. The occurrence of such words, where there is no related form 
with final '-ch', is not so significant as "laggen" and such like...
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These are the only examples to have been located outside grammars. The 
last example is possibly quite common, and merits a mention in W.N.T.: "Bochel, 
Buchel, Boechel, en, minder juist gespeld BOGGEL". It is possible that this 
lack of associated words with '-ch' encouraged an analogy with such words as 
"leggen, zeggen", especially in such dialects as make little difference in 
sound between /ch/ and / g/.
The '-gg-' spelling must have been more common than the paucity of examples 
noted here might suggest. Cramer (1777) gives it as one of many contemporary 
variants: "Men ziet in deezen opzichte een onderscheidene spelling in sommige 
woorden: by voorbeeld 'Lagchen Kagchel' vind ik ook gespeld 'Laggen Kaggel' of 
'Lachen Kachel' of ook 'Lacchen, Kacchel' anders 'lachchen, kachchel' en 
'lachgen, kachgel', keure, voor my, het eerste, als 'Kagchel' enz."(p.87).
At almost exactly the same time the form is being proposed by Janssens 
(1775). Discussing the difference between 'ch' and 'g' he decides that the 
normal use for differentiation is unnecessary, but that "het woord 'laggen' 
(behoeft) eenige hardigheid; maer zoo veel niet, om, in de plaets van 'gen', 
'chen' te stellen". He evidently considers "laggen" an already existing form, 
and uses it himself, e.g. "belaggelykste" on p.28, and "laggen" on the folding 
tables of verbs (for "rire") in the French grammar section of the book.
One of the latest mentions of such a spelling is by Rombouts, who rejected 
it as a possible answer to the "lach(ch)en" dilemma: he felt that "'kaggel' gaat 
niet, vergelijk:'vlaggen, zeggen, muggen, rogge'". Thus the difference in sound 
between "kachel" and "vlaggen" rules out the possibility of using '-gg-' in the 
former. As mentioned above, however, this difference is not phonemic, and there 
is little against the forms "kaggel, laggen" etc, (which are a normal feature of 
modern Afrikaans spelling). Such a spelling would possibly find little support 
in Holland, and Harry Mulisch, for example, lists "laggen" along with "kragt, 
sgaven, srijven" as possible progressive "verwoestingen" (p.50).
GGH: Lagghen
This spelling also developed around the end of the 17th century, and for the 
same reasons as caused '-gg-' and '-gh-' to be used (q.v.). In 1722 Tuinman 
considered this a practical spelling: "Wy hebben dit 'ch* dus in 'loochenen, 
prachen, lachen,' enz., Men kan dat wel anders schryven, door 'looghenen,
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pragghen, lagghen’ en dan diende de ’g’ verdubbelt te zyn, op dat men geen 
’loogenen, pragen, lagen' leze; maar 't geluid dat men door die ’gh’, en zelf 
»ch' uitdrukt, is noch eenigzins anders (dan ’g’), en men moet zich met ’ch' 
behelpen, uit gebrek van de eigentlyke klinkletter". Thus 'ch' was better as it 
avoided any confusion with 'g'.
The '-ggh-' spelling was normal in older systems for the simple '-gg-', as 
in "segghen" etc., but its introduction into words which normally have '-ch-' 
may well be largely due to Winschooten. Since this is the only position in which 
he uses the combination 'gh', it was probably meant to represent a sound 
different from /g/, i.e. /ch/. In his dictionary are the examples "lagghen, 
tigghel, kugghen, rogghelen, wigghelen" and their compounds, plus "progghie".
He uses "kugging" once, probably to save space on the line, and the onomatopoeic 
words have '-cgh-' (cf. "lacghen" above). The only inconsistency in his system 
is 'gch' in "bogchel" and the derivatives of "belagchen", which, as "lagghen" 
has '-ggh-', is probably on oversight on the part of the setter.
Some writers also used this '-ggh-' form in the onomatopoeic words, unlike 
Winschooten, e.g. Valentijn in his Ovid translation of 1697 has "Schater niet 
lang agter een, maar gigghel iets soets en vrijsteragtig",- note that his 'g(t)' 
spellings agree with Winschooten's rules. A similar usage for a word which is 
not based on one ending in '-ch'is "Wigghelen",-to divine water etc. This is 
included as a secondary entry in Van Hoogstraten/Hannot 1704: "Wigghelen zie 
wichelen", and the same entry is thus to be found in Giron: "Wigghelen v. 
Wichelen". Both spell "wiggelen" (to waggle) with '-gg-*, as was normal, and 
the preference for '-ch-' was probably an attempt to avoid homography.
The spelling with '-ggh-' seems to have been in only a little more 
widespread use than the '-gg-' spelling mentioned above.
GH; Laghen
The use of 'gh' for intervocalic /ch/ was very common in the 18th century, 
but only in the word "lighaam". Outside this word the spelling is very rare, and 
probably due where it does occur to analogy with "lighaam". Most users would 
avoid it in order to forestall a pronunciation with a long vowel by those who 
were accustomed to reading the old-fashioned 'gh' as a single 'g' (e.g. naghel.
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haghel). Its use in the words here relevant is unconnected with such an out 
of date usage.
Winschooten uses the simple 'gh* only in "lighaam", but others did extend 
its application. Van der Linden preferred this form in his Rabbelary (e.g. p24), 
and Pars used it in his Index Batavicus of 1701, for example in his (ipfamous 
review of Montanus: "Kan van laghen niet meer uittekenen" (p.354). Hakvoord 
uses it in his Sdrijfkonst (e.g. 1746,p.35) possibly extended from the earlier 
editions: he does not discuss it. This spelling is not mentioned by any 
contemporary dictionary, nor does it figure in the lists of variants given by 
such as E.G.P., Van Hoogstraten/Hannot, or Cramer. In this light the spelling 
cannot have been very common at all.
It is possible to find hints of such a spelling before Winschooten's time,
though these are elusive. Several grammarians reject the use of '-gh-' in 
"lachen", e.g. the Twe-spraack (see "laghghen"), and Nil Volentibus,both of them 
on the grounds that it was inadequate. Speaking of the similarity between 'ch' 
and 'g', the latter feel that "in het begin der lettergreepen blijkt het zeer 
klaer, als 'heiliche' en 'heilighe', 'lachen' en 'laghen', 'zwijchen' en 
'zwijghen', 'ploechen' en 'ploeghen', 'laeche' en 'laeghe'". This might be taken 
to mean that Nil Volentibus knew such spellings as "laghen" in 1673, though this 
does not automatically follow from the statement (cf. the situation with '-v' 
forms, chapter 7).
In fact in Klenk's Voyagie of 1677, almost contemporary with Nil Volentibus's 
Verhandeling, just such a spelling does occur; "kaghel" on p.63, and there might 
even be a suggestion of a similar form in Hooft's use of "haghlyke" in the Ned. 
Historian p.44,- though this may be an independant phenomenon based on Hooft's 
use of final '-gh'. The word itself was often spelt with '-gg-' (see above), so 
that a form "haghlyke" does not imply a use of the "gh-for-ch system".
Much more significant is the more or less regular use of "laghen" in Van
Helderen's English grammar of 1675. His dictionary of the same year has "lachgen",
GHGH: Laghghen
This spelling has only been suggested once, and was immediately rejected.
This is in the Twe-spraack p.44: "de 'gh' is te dick ende zwaar van gheluid in 
'lachen', ridere te bezighen, oock zoumen t'selve woord van 'laghen' niet
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onderscheiden konnen, ten waar men 'laghghen' schreeff, waar in het scherpe 
gheklanck van chi, noch min gehoort word".
H: Lah-en
When De Heuiter proposed replacing 'ch' by 'h' in 1581, this naturally also 
applied to its use medially: "'lachen, prachen'... daer nohtans beter ware 'c' 
ahtergelaten; en aldus geapelt: 'lah-en, kih-en, troh^en, prah-en', met meer 
ander". In practice however he abided by '-ch-' as he felt such a spelling to 
be too radical, ^t is noteworthy that he attaches 'h/ch' to the first syllable. 
For the only other suggestion of such a type of spelling see "lihhaam" below.
Use of '-ch-' and variants in the word "lichaam"
The word "lichaam" is separate from the words treated above in two ways. 
Firstly the 'ch' contained within it has developed from /k/ + /h/, of. Old Saxon 
"likhamo", whereas in words such as "lachen" this is not so, cf. Old Saxon 
"hlahhian". Secondly because until Siegenbeek the word has usually not been 
subject to the same spelling as that meted to "lachen" etc., except where '-ch-' 
was used for all such words. Whether this was due in any way to it having a 
slightly different pronunciation as a result of its original /-kh-/ it is now
impossible to say, though it must be noted that Middle Dutch occasionally has
forms whuch might suggest this. There is little of the vast variation in 
spelling to be found with "lachen", and usage is largely restricted to three 
main forms "lichaam, lighaam, ligchaam". Often the choice of a particular 
writer is guided by his awareness of the etymological developments of "lachen" 
and "lichaam", but this does not entirely explain the immense gap between the 
spelling of "lichaam" on the one hand, and all other '-ch-' words on the other, 
in so many writers from all social, educational, and literary levels. The 
variants noted are listed below, as before, in alphabetical order.
CCH: Licchaam
The use of the very widespread '-cch-' spelling has been noted only once 
applied to "lichaam". This is in the Van Hoogstrater/Hannot dictionary of 1704. 
In this (and consequently also in Giron 1710, which can scarcely justify being 




but all the phrases and derivatives listed under that word have the spelling 
"licchaam"! It cannot be ruled out that other '-cch-' spellers may have applied 
the same combination to "licchaam", though none have been noted, and several 
use "lacchen" alongside "lighaam" or "lichaam", for example, the States Bible.
GG; Liegame
This form occurs in the early texts collected by Obreen and Van Loey. Like 
"lickhaam" listed below it may indicate a pronunciation different from that now 
heard, with /k/ before the fricative /ch/. On the other hand it may indicate an 
entirely normal / g/ as in "secgen, brucge" where the combination is very common.
CH; Lichaam
Through all the many permutations of 'ch, gh, cch' etc in the words "lachen, 
prachen" and the like, '-ch-' has always been the commonest form to be used in 
"lichaam", regardless of the usage in those other words. This situation has 
remained unchanged from Middle Dutch to the present day, with the exception of 
the widespread use of "lighaam" in the 18th century, and of Siegenbeek's 
"ligchaam". It is thus this form that one would expect to find in most texts 
until the end of the 17th century.
In Middle Dutch this is indeed the case, '-ch-' being the major form, and it 
was used for example in the Exercitium, in the Boecius translation, and by De 
Castelein, Marnix, D'Heere, Coornhert, Roemer Visscher, etc. etc.. Of these 
Marnix and Roemer Visscher used '-cch-' in "lacchen". This form was also used in 
the dictionaries of Plantijn, Kilian and Mellema, and adopted by De Heuiter and 
the Twe-spraack, - all these in the l6th century. Even Lambrecht, who uses 'chgh' 
in all other words, spells "lichaem".
In the 17th century this form continued to be almost the only one used, again 
even by those who did not use '-ch-' in "lachen". Thus it is used by Dafforne 
(p«59), the States Bible, Kok (p.57), Leupenius etc., in their grammatical 
treatises, by Hexham, A.Montanus, Van den Ende and Binnart in their dictionaries, 
and by the writers Starter, Camphuysen, Van Borsselen, Van Heemskerk, Hooft, 
Stalpaert van der Wiele, De Witt, Brandt, Huygens, Brune, Zoet, Luyken, Dullaert, 
etc.; of these Starter, Huygens, Van Heemskerk, Brune, Zoet and Dullaert for 
example used "lacchen".
Only towards the end of that century did any change come into the spelling of
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this word, when it was widely replaced by '-gh-' (q.v.). Despite the efforts of 
Winschooten and Sewel for that new form, the accepted traditional spelling with 
'-ch-' was retained by most, e.g. by Van Hoogstraten in his list (though not 
entirely in his dictionary, see "licchaam" above), ahd by the writer Van Alkemade 
in his early works (e.g. the Munten), and the editors/printers of the Boekzaal 
except when Sewel was the editor.
The main stimulus for a "lichaam" spelling in the early 18th century came 
from its adoption by Nyloe and (more important) Moonen. Thus it was naturally 
used by those who (more or less) followed Moonen's system, such as Smids and 
Foot. It was also adopted by Schermer, who did not use Moonen's '-gh' forms, 
and by many others too numerous to mention; it is the commonest form.
In general it is characteristic of those who spell "lachen" that they did not 
consider "lichaam" to need any further explanation. This is understandable. Less 
justifiable is the total lack of explanation for "lichaam" (or for that matter 
"lighaam") in those who used ’-cch-',’-gch-' etc. in "lachen", for very few 
indeed make any attempt to do so. Duting the 18th century however, those who 
spelt "lichaam" nearly all spelt "lachen" too, e.g. E.G.P., Stijl, Bolhuis, 
Ballieu, Kramer, although the latter also spells "lighaam"(q.v.) in the Von 
Moerbeek edition of 1774,- 1755 has only "lichaam". These grammars simply treat 
"lichaam" together with "lachen". Some dictionaries adopted "lichaam" as main 
entry, e.g. Halma 1708, Kramer 1719 & 1768, Des Roches 1769, Winkelman 1783, and 
Holtrop 1789, who all spell "lachen". Pomey 1739 spells "lichaam; lachen/ 
lacchen", and Marin 1717 admits "ligchaam" alongside "lichaam^ to conform with 
his "lagchen" spelling. Van Hoogstraten's list has "lichaam" alongside 
"lacchen", as too does the Grammaire pour apprendre... of 1757.
With the adoption by Siegenbeek of '-gch-' for "lagchen", he showed somewhat 
more consistency than many of his predecessors by also adopting this spelling 
for "ligchaam", with which it also shared a common fate in the hands of 
Siegenbeek's critics, such as Bilderdijk, Willems and Hàlbertsma. When the 
latter's spelling was reviewed by De Jager (Taal en Letterbode 111,139) he 
commented on his use of "lichaam" and suggested that "vermoedelijk volgde hij 
hierin Bilderdijk na". This is rather surprising as this is about the only 
point which the systems of the two men had in common I It is by no means the
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case that all 19th century "lichaam" spellers were followers of Bilderdijk, as 
such a form predates him by at least 700 years. It is therefore not at all 
"vermoedelijk" that such an influence is involved here. All other critics of 
Siegenbeek, including ultimately De Vries and Te Winkel, used '-ch-' for 
"lichaam" just as they did for "lachen",
CHCH: Lichchaam
As with the spelling "lachchen", the acceptance of 'ch' as a single letter 
would logically demand the use of "lichchaam". But this form is much less 
common than the doubling in "lachchen". As before, such forms must have occurred 
in the 17th century as they are mentioned by Sewel: "ik ... wil (lie&er) spellen 
... 'lighaam' als 'lichaam' of 'lichchaam'". An example of such a spelling from 
soon after this date can be found in the Heidensche grootmoedigheden by Kornelis 
Boon in 1704. As mentioned in the previous section a "lichchaam" spelling can 
also be found in the Boekzaal for 1697 (later ridiculed by Van der Linden and 
Poeraet), but this is not standard and occurs only in exceptional circumstances.
In mid century Van Belle gives the impression of still knowing this form, 
though as noted before, he may well be merely copying Sewel's examples. The form 
was indeed still current, however, and Van Belle could have knovm of such 
examples. One such instance is in Mestingh's Verhandeling of 1771 (e.g.p.17).
The only pre-Siegenbeek grammar to recommend this spelling is C.W.Holtrop in 
1783 & 1791, on the same grounds as argued by many for '-chch-' in "lachchen":
"Ik schrijf LICHCHAAM met eene dubbele CH; omdat het algeraeen gebruik der 
schrijveren in de spellinge van dit woord verdeeld is, en omdat ik bijzondere 
redenen heb waarora ik liever de gedubbelde CH dan de enkele, of CHG, of GCH of 
GG verkies. ... Sommigeschrijven, bij voorbeeld, LICHAAM, sommigen LIGGAAM, 
deze LICHGAAM en geenen LIGCHAAI4, en weer ander en LIGHAAM; want LICHAAM luidt als 
LIE-CHAAM of als LICH-aAM, of als LIK-HAAM. LIG-GAÂM is te zacht gespeld, 
LICH-GAAM LIG-CHAAÎ4 zijn beiden oneigen om uittespreken. LIG-HAAM, geeft den 
klank van het woord niet" (p.55, 79).
When this and other spellings were superceded by Siegenbeek, the '-chch-' was 
no longer seen, although, as noted before, both Siegenbeek (and consequently the 
Nut works, see "lachchen"), and Te Winkel accepted that it would logically be the
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best form. Those later reformers who adopted the "lachchen" spelling,- Smits 
and Carlebur, did so too for "lichchaam".
CHG; Lichgaam
The Middle Dutch dictionary of Verwijs & Verdam gives only two spellings for 
"lichaam",- the normal ’-ch-’ and "lichgaera". This is in contrast to the many 
variants given for "lachen" (also including ’-chg-'). De Jager (Archief III) 
records "lichgame" in the Middle Dutch Lancelot.
After the Middle Dutch period however,this spelling seems to have died out 
almost completely. Even Sewel who uses '-chg-' for all other words did not use 
it for "lighaam" (sic), for reasons which are not altogether clear (see 
"lighaam"). It can be argued that the form "lach" justifies "lachgen". whereas 
the lack of any form related to "lichaam" repressed a '-chg-' spelling for this 
word; but this is an inadequate explanation, as it would also exclude "richgel, 
huichgelen" etc., all of which Sewel spells with '-chg-'.
It is possible however, that some adherents of the Sewel school may have 
extended the theories of the master and included "lichgaam" to conform with the 
pattern. Such a tendency is supported by Van Belle in 1755: '"ligchaam' is 
hierom ook beter dan 'lighaam, lichaam, lichgaam' of 'lichchaam'". C.W.Holtrop 
also gives it as a variant in 1783. No examples of actual use of such a spelling 
have been located, and none of Sewel's works propose it.
CHH; Lichhaam
It has been noted that '-chh-' was used in the 1762 edition of Sewel/La Grue 
for "lachhen*. This was not extended to other words however, and "lichaam" is 
spelt with the normal '-ch-' (e.g. p.27). Yet there was a suggestion for its 
adoption in this word, and in this word alone, almost a century later. This 
came from De Jager, and was the result of his etymological investigations.
Bearing its origins as a compound in mind, he decided that the ideal spelling 
would be "lichhaam". But the word being no longer felt to be a compound, he 
realised that such as "ideal" was as unnecessary as a similarly argued spelling 
would be for other historical compounds, such as "armoede"; consequently the 
word could safely and legitimately be allowed to conform to the Siegenbeek 
system and have '-gch-'. In this he was undoubtedly wise, as such a fai^
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reaching etymological spelling could set a dangerous precedent, and would not 
be overconducive to a simple spelling system.
CKH; Lickhaam
In a western Dutch manuscript glossary dating from about 1400 De Man records 
a use of this spelling. Although this would clearly suggest that the writer 
might not have pronounced a pure /ch/, it is impossible to say whether he still 
thought of the word as a compound of "lijk" and "heem"; the use of the short 
vowel, already present in early Middle Dutch, would tend to argue against the 
presence of such a thought.
"Lik-haam" is curiously given, apparently as a contemporary variant 
pronunciation, by C.W. Holtrop in 1783 (see "lichchaam" above).
GCH; Ligchaam
The spelling of "lichaam" with '-gch-', like that of "lagchen" precedes by a 
considerable time the introduction of the Siegenbeek system, and can probably be 
found in Middle Dutch. The first example noted here is in Duikerius's 
Voorbeeldzels of 1693 (p.210, 688); though he also spells "l agc h e n " t h e  two are 
not always faound together. And at the same time it can be found in De Bruyn*s 
Reizen of 1698 (I,p.7), though "lighaam" can also be found (l.70) and "lichaam" 
(II, in 1714). Marin's dictionary (1717) records "ligchaam" as a variant of the 
main entry with '-ch-', and Halma gives a cross-reference.
The form was still current by mid-century, for example in the Spectator. It 
was also used by Van Belle, whose theory that 'ch* "dient eigentlyk en allermeest 
om eene lettergreep te beginnen, minst, om ze te sluiten" caused him to reject 
the other forms in favour of this: "'Ligchaam' is hierom ook beter dan 'lighaam", 
lichaam, lichgaam* of 'lichchaam'". This last entry is puzzling as his ideal for 
"lachen" was the double '-chch-* form which he here finds unsuitable for 
"lichaam". It is not clear why '-gch-' is inferior to '-chch-* in "lachchen" but 
superior in "ligchaam". Van Rhyn also uses "ligchaam" (p.15,30) in 1758. The 
other mid-century grammars to adopt '-gch-' for this word, those of Zeydelaar and 
Van der Palm in 1769, are more consistent as they also spell "lagchen, pragchen".
Two later dictionaries which include this spelling are those of Wihkelman in 
1783 and J.W. Holtrop in 1789, though both (in emulation of their respective
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models Halma and Marin) only give it as a minor variant and refer the reader to ||| 
the main entry under "lichaam", as they did also for "lagchen - lachen". It is ]j||j 
given as a variant too by C.W. Holtrop(see "lichchaam"). In 1799 this form is to /  | 
be found in the grammar of Schwiers: "ligchamelyk" (p.73), "ligchaam" (p,190ff).
This is strange as for all other words with intervocalic ’-ch-' he equally
1
consistently uses the simple '-ch-', e.g. "lachen" (p.128,146). Although it is ; ||
f j
common to find "lagchen, lichaam" side by side, it is unusual to find the j
situation reversed, ‘
In the 19th century Siegenbeek, followed in the South by Behaegel, removed
■j
the inconsistencies of the previous centuries by causing "lichaam" to conform to ?
!
the rule applied to "lachen", and adopt '-gch-'. He evidently saw no reason to 
make it an exception (see "lagchen"). After this date the treatment of this 
word has been the same as that meted to "lachen, prachen" etc., except for De 
Jager's thoughts on "lichham"(q.v.). Those who followed Siegenbeek used '-gch-' 
for both words, and those who criticised Siegenbeek used '-gch-' in neither. It 
must be added in conclusion that a pre-Siegenbeek use of "ligchaam" is very much 
less common than the pre-Siegenbeek "lagchen, pragchen" etc..
GG; Liggaam
One of the few recorded spellings with the form "liggame" is in the Middle 
Dutch passages collected by Obreen and Van Loey, and would appear to bear the 
same relationship to "licgaam" mentioned above, as did "seggen" to "secgen".
The only recommendation of "liggaam" came from Van Helderen (see "laggen"), but 
it is also given as a variant by Holtrop (see "lichchaam"). It is also the 
normal form of spelling in modern Afrikaans.
§ Ï
GH; Lighaam
Whereas the use of 'gh' in "laghen" is extremely rare, the spelling "lighaam" 
is extremely common, especially in the 18th century where it is almost as common |
as the '-ch-' form. One of the originators of this usage was Winschooten, who
rejects '-ch-' in all positions in Dutch words, and uses a 'gh' form instead. 
Actually in all other words with intervocalic 'ch' he used '-ggh-' (see "lagghen"), |‘
'•J '
and this is the only word for which he allowed 'gh'. The examples of his usage '■
given above have to be taken from his dictionary of 1684, as he does not discuss
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such usages in his Letterkonst of the previous year. After this date many 
writers who adopted his 'gt' system also took over his '-ggh-/-gh-' spellings.
As he does not discuss this situation he gives no explanation for the exception 
of "lighaam" from the '-ggh-' pattern.
In this usage, however, Winschooten found an unexpected and powerful ally in 
the person of Sewel. Powerful since his grammars and dictionaries were held in 
some esteem, and unexpected because he makes no other use of 'gh'. In this 
respect he is the same as Winschooten, as he too gives no real explanation.
Sewel's usage in the other words was '-chg-': "my (dunkt) dat (ch) beter past om 
een Lettergreep te sluyten, als te beginnen, om welke reden ik liever 'lachgen' 
als 'lachchen' wil spellen, en 'lighaam' als 'lichaam' of 'lichchaam'". This 
would imply that he considers this '-gh-' to belong to the second syllable,- as 
in fact it should according to the now accepted Dutch syllable division rules,- 
whereas the '-ch-' in "lach(g)en" belonged to the first, thus necessitating the 
insertion of 'g' to start the second. It cannot be that Sewel is arguing that 
"lach" gives "lach-gen" but there is not any analogical form "lich-", since this 
does not account for his consistent use of '-chg-' in all other words, such as 
"tichgel, wichgelen, huichgelen". Whatever his reasons, this was his consistent 
spelling in all grammars and dictionaries (though there is a cross reference for 
"lichaam") until the 1766 revision adopted '-ch-'.
Although the form is known from an earlier date (Zoet 1675 p.305, alongside 
"lichaam" p.30, Heugelenburg's poems 1682, Van Helderen's dictionary and English 
grammar,- cf "laghen"), the "lighaam" spelling was almost sure to find widespread ÈÎ 
application now that it had the joint support of Winschooten and Sewel, and this 
is in fact the case, even spreading amongst writers who followed neither grammar 
in their other usages. Thus 'gh' was used by Leydekker 1692, Lodensteyn 1695 
(alongside "lichaam"). Van Yk 1697, De Bruyn 1698, Van Alkemade 1699, Pars 1701, 
and Rusting 1707, each of whom also used Winschooten's '-gt' forms in preference 
to Sewel's '-cht/-gt' alternation. This form was also recognised by Hannot/
Van Hoogstraten in 1704, though only as a secondary alternative. The use of this 
form continued in the 18th century, and was used again by Sewel in his revision 
of La Grue, and consequently also by Cuno. It also occurs in M.S. (p.64), 
Heugelenburg's grammar, Huydecoper (e.g. book XV /. 431), Gelliers, and both works
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of Hakvoord (in all consulted editions).
Use of this spelling in works outside the field of literature can be found 
in the books of Van Musschenbroek 1736, Stammetz 1740, Van der Schelling 1746, 
Speelman 1751, Houttuyn 1761, Verbeet 1762, "De Denker" 1764ff,- many of which 
were respected works of reference, as was also the case with the more widely 
known history of Wagenaar 1749, which also used this form. Some of these 
instances may well be probably due to the adoption of this spelling by certain 
printers, notably Andries Voorstad who published Van Alkemade and Van Yk, and 
Philipus Losel who published Van der Schelling and many others; other works by
these writers published by other printers do not always show the same spellings.
The occurrence of "lighaam" in grammars later in the century is much less 
common. Van Belle rejects it, and it occurs only as a secondary form in such 
dictionaries as even mention it - with the exception of Sewel. Its use in 
Kramer's grammar (1774 only) may be due to some influence from Sewel, as the |
letter's '-chg-' forms also occur sporadically in that work. Another grammar
I»
which used it, and possibly the only other one to do so apart from Winschooten !•
! 'I
and Sewel, was that of Janssens, though whereas he also adopts Winschooten's ii
'-gt' system, he spells "lachen" with '-cch-' I For example in his Practical 
Dutch Grammar of 1792 "lighaam" can be found on p.21, 26, 78 etc., and 
"lacchen" on p.25.
Two other late users were Chalmot and Wilcocke, both in 1798. The latter's 
dictionary adopted its spelling from the earlier works of Sewel, hence its use 
of '-gh-' here, which was by this time not as common as earlier in the century.
It is an interesting sidelight of this spelling that the '-gh-' spelling was in 
the main used only by minor literary figures, and by writers (both major and 
minor) outside the field of pure literature, such as Wagenaar's histories, and 
various reference works. Most "major" literary figures of the 18th century 
tended to use "lichaam", and to avoid the almost pathological dread of 'ch' as 
exhibited by Winschooten and others.
HR; Lihhaam
This final alternative was mooted, not as might be expected by De Heuiter as 
part of his "h-for-ch" system, but by Leupenius. He did not, however, think it
f
:| J■ ' t
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at all acceptable: "De ’c ’ heeft by ons geen ander gebruik dan aan de 'h’ een 
sterker uitblaasinge te geven, dan sy van de 'g’ of 'h’ bekomen kann, als in 
'licbaajn, mensch, schaapen’, dat men quaalyk soude kunnen schryven ‘lihhaam, 
mensgen, sgaapen'". Thus although he rejects it, it does suggest itself to him 
as a form which might appeal to some writers; in addition, since the forms 
"mensgen, sgaapen" are not unknown (see chap*13), it is possible that Leupenius 
also knew of actual instances of the use of "lihhaam". As with other 
grammarians it is interesting that he does not apply the same rule to "lichaam" 
as to "lachen", for which he uses '-cch-', and like the others he gives no 
reason for this discrepancy, nor is a straightforward answer immediately 
apparent.
Intervocalic 'ch* in loan words
This affects the words "echo" and "Bacchus", the only two such words to be 
in common use. Because of their nature as loans, both would tend to retain their 
original spellings as just given. However a few users extended their rules for 
Dutch medial ’-ch-’ to include these words. Such a usage would naturally be 
frowned upon as a sign of ignorance, which would then inhibit the spread of 
such spellings.
Echo: a spelling "eccho" can be found fairly early in the 18th century in the
dictionary of Halma, where the reader is referred to the main entry 
"echo". Sewells dictionary in the revision by Buys on the other hand has the 
form "eccho" as the main entry,- earlier editions did not include the word at 
all. This might suggest that the form with ’-cch-' was current at the time of 
Buys’s revision, though he may have taken it from Marin, from whom he seems to 
have borrowed much material for his revision (see below). Marin's dictionary 
(e.g. the 1768 edition) has this form, and the French dictionary of Winkelman 
in 1783 refers "Eccho zie Echo", which is probably copied from the similar entry 
in the latest edition of Halma (1781), on which his work is largely based.
In the Siegenbeek system such forms were relegated to the status of being 
uncivilised, though this feeling did not go unopposed. One of the fiercest was 
Thijm in his treatise on loan word spellings: "De vraag is niet: hoe heeft men 
het wel eens gedaan? noch ook, hoe zullen wij het heden, en van nu af altoos
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doen? - maar hoe BEHOORT het te wezen? op dat, wanneer wij als ons-zelven in 
het spellen van dit of dat woord gelijk blijven, wij in geene inkonsequentien 
vervallen mogen, met betrekking tot de spelling van andere woorden der taal; 
gelijk bijv. zij doen, die ’laGCHen’ en ’eCHo* schrijven". "Echo" should thus 
conform to the Dutch spelling pattern and become "egcho". De Vries and Te 
Winkel felt that if 'chch’ were to be adopted for "lachchen" then consistency 
(the same argument as Thijm's) would demand "echcho" (see "lachchen" above),
Bacchus: Being a proper name, this did not figure in most dictionaries, and
where it did its nature was even more restrictive on Spelling variation 
than was that of "echo". It can be found in Sewel/Buys, Wilcocke, Marin and 
Holtrop, all with the regular '-cch-'. It is also one of the very few words to 
figure in Giron 1710 and not in Van Hoogstraten/Hannot,
In Zeeus's Gedichten of 1725 can be found a spelling "Bachant" with only a 
single 'c'. Rusting's Werken use "Bachus" alongside the more regular form, and 
very exceptionally indeen there appeared an anonymous work in 1715 entitled 
"Bagchus ©p zijn' troon", which, as the word "troon" also shows, was not unduly 
concerned about preserving foreign spellings in loan words.
An isolated reform move came in 1317 from Behaegel, using "Bakebus" (1,193), 
but it is not known how widespread this form was.
Medial 'ch' after a long vowel or dipthong
The words here concerned are those such as "goochelen, goochem, guichelen, 
huichelen, juichen, loochenen". As the 'ch' comes after a long vowel, no 
doubling of the 'ch' is needed, and indeed a plain '-ch-' spelling is the most 
common, irrespective of other usages. Several, in accordance with their theories 
on 'ch' being a "single" letter, felt no need to double the preceding vowel, and 
thus spelt "gochelen, lochenen", e.g. Van Hoogstraten/Hannot. Nonetheless some 
users do diverge from this, and as with "echo, Bacchus" above, it would be 
pointless to detail the legion of writers who used the normal form. The vast 
majority of writers, whatever their usage after a short vowel (lachen, lichaam), 
used '-ch-' in the words concerned here. --- -
Occasionally in Middle Dutch a form such as "logenen" did occur for 
"loochenen", and it was noted above that Lambrecht extended his "lachghen" forms
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to cover the situation after a long vowel,- as in "loochghenen, beguuchghelen"; 
this was also the case with Jan de Laet, the printer of Van der Werve's word 
list,- in his preface he uses the word "loochghenen" (fol.A3), whereas Van der 
Werve himself has the entry "Negeren, loochenen".
But the first consistent user after these of any spelling other than '-ch-* 
was, as so often, Winschooten. When replacing '-ch-' by '-ggh-' in "lagghen", 
he did so too for "loogghenen, huigghelen, guigghelen, guigghelaar" etc., even 
though a doubling of the 'g' was unnecessary. Possibly he did so in order to 
preserve the uniformity of his system.
This too was probably the reasoning employed by Sewel in his first dictionary, 
- the second time in this chapter that Sewel has been seen with a similar 
anomalous usage to Winschooten I In the 1691 editbn he extends the '-chg-' of 
"lachgen" to all these words, giving "goochgelaar, guychgelen, huychgelaar, 
loochgenaar" ("juichen" is not included in this edition, nor was it in 
Winschooten). It would appear that someone pointed out this inconsistency, or 
rather superfluity, for in the 1708 edition he amended both the spellings and 
the references to them in his"Korte Verhandeling...", to allow the spelling to 
be changed to '-gh-', as was already used in "lighaam" (surely he did not hear 
a long vowel in "lighaam"?). The amraended comment reads: "GH kan somtyds ook te
passe komen, als in de woorden 'looghenen, guyghelen, juyghen, toejuyghing,
huyghelen' enz., want hoewe1 de meesten hiertoe 'ch' gebruyken, echter kan ik 
niet goedvinden eene Sillaab daarmee te beginnen, zo lang my een andere uytweg 
openstaat". This again is the same argument as he applied to "lighaam", but 
not to "lachgen, wichgelen". This form was then kept in the later editions (the 
Boekzaal review of an edition of 1767 may be based on advance copy of the 1708 
edition, whose introduction is dated 1707), until that of 1766, where this 
paragraph is omitted, as it was no longer applicable to the newly adopted '-ch-' 
spelling. His grammar of 1708ff contains a similar comment.
Tuinman is the only other grammarian who thought such spellings possible:
"Men kan (deeze woorden) wel anders schryven, door 'looghenen, pragghen, lagghen' 
en dan diende de 'g' verdubbelt te zyn, op dat men geen 'loogenen, pragen, lagen' 
leze". This is true for the last two examples, but is not applicable to
"looghenen", as indeed his very usage showsi He seems to be thinking only of the
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second and third examples, even though referring to all three, as the reference 
to "looghenen, loogenen, loogghenen" does not follow from his argument(Behaegel 
in 1817,p.363,misquotes Tuinman as using "loogghenen" in the first phrase).
The spelling "googhelen" is given in Kramer's dictionary of 1719 as a 
variant: "guichelen, goochelen, googhelen"; and exceptionally in the dictionary 
of Van Hoogstraten/Hannot of 1704 can be found the entry "huiggelen". This is 
in addition to the entry "huichelen", gives precisely the same translation, and 
there is no cross-reference between the two I The same situation obtains in Giron 
who does not seem to have noticed the anomaly when copying from his model.
Poeraet mentions a spelling "loochchenen" (see chap.2), but no instances have 
been located. The only dictionary to apply '-gch-' after a long vowel is that 
of Marin, who spells "googchelen, juigchen, loogchenen" (but "huichelen"). There 
was also a plea for such a spelling in the grammar of Schütz, who also uses 
Marin's "lagch" forms,- there may be a case of direct influence here. E.S.d.G. 
similarly uses "juigchen", and may be influenced by either, as his article is in 
the same volume as Schütz.
Literary examples of such spellings are elusive, and the only one found 
(though there must be more) is in the Rymen of Heugelenburg: "huiggh'laar (p.8), 
Huigghelaaren (p.23), juigghen (p.24)" etc.. The spelling is not the same as 
that of his later grammar and word-lists. The Rymen actually date from 1682,- 
the year before Winschooten*s spelling book, and two years before his dictionary, 
so that it would seem that Winschooten was here reflecting a current usage, 
rather than initiating a new system. This does not deny that the main stimulus 
for such spellings in later years may have come from his works.
Apart from the main spelling for such words, with '-ch-', all other 
alternatives, namely '-chg-, -gh-, -ggh-, -gg-' are very isolated, though this 
does not imply inferiorityi
Intervocalic 'ch' in dictionaries
As explained earlier, dictionaries are often of more use than grammars in 
gaining a full picture of contemporary spellings, as they often felt obliged to 
include as many variants as possible in order to entice all the users of such 
variants to buy their work. A grammar, oh the other hand, usually (though not
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always) propagated the rules of the writer, giving only those forms which he 
felt to be best. Thus on the whole a grammarian prescribes and a lexicographer 
describes. Nowhere is this more true than with the words with medial ’ch'. Due 
to the various factors involved: onomatopoeia, etymology, syllable-division, 
foreign origins, tradition etc., very few dictionaries use the same form for all 
the words concerned.
Dictionaries are also of vital importance, compared to grammars and above 
all literary works, as they are obliged to include all the words which may be in 
use by the potential user/purchaser. For example the tracking down of instances 
of less common words such as "tichel, prochie, guichelen" would be rather 
difficult in a literary text, where even the words "lachen, lichaam" may not 
occur if they are not relevant to the content. Dictionaries on the other hand 
automatically include all such words, and in this way a much fuller picture can 
be gained from the entries contained in these works. This is especially valuable 
for the words here concerned, as a number of very minor variants are involved.
One of the most confusing, and most interesting, features of dictionaries is 
the inclusion of cross-references from a minor spelling to the main entry. 
However, not only do the actual main entries not always use the same system, but 
it is also not uncommon for the secondary entry to refer the reader to a 
spelling which is not entered I
Ignoring loan words such as "echo", which rarely conform to the given system, 
and which may thus be considered a self-consistent closed class, one of the most 
consistent pre-Siegenbeek dictionaries is Sewel's 1691 first edition:- consistent 
that is insofar as it uses '-chg-' for all words, even after a long vowel. Even 
this work however makes an exception for "lighaam". With the change to '-gh-' 
after a long vowel the system was still just as consistent. When the Buys 
revision changed to '-ch-' in all words, it might appear that this would result 
in a fully consistent usage for the entries, but this is not so, for several 
words retained their original '-chg-' spellings (see "lachen" above). Wilcocke's 
dictionary based on Sewel has the same inconsitency as Buys, but not for 
exactly the same words I
Winschooten's intention in his dictionary was clearly to use '-ggh-' for all 
such words, but '-gch-' slips in for the word "bogchel" and the derivatives of
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"belagchen"; he also uses '-cgh-' (deliberately?) in "gicghelen".
During the 18th century especially, with its plethora of spelling variants, 
the situation was anything but ordered, though several similarities occur between 
the different works, even though each writer may be inconsistent within his own 
book, thus showing that certain compilers based their dictionaries on certain 
other earlier works.
In this light it is Illuminating to give in fairly brief schematic form the 
main variants to be found in the principle ^utch dictionaries of the 18th 
century. It can be seen that several interesting patterns evolve. The works 
used are Sewel Dutch-English 1691, 1708, 1727 ("Sewel"), and the revised edition 
of 1766 ("Buys"); Van Hoogstraten/Hannot 1704, 1719 (Giron 1710 is not mentioned 
separately, being in this respect identical); Halma Dutch French 1781 and an 
undated 6th edition (all editions seem to be the same in this spelling); Marin's 
dictionary of 1717, 1730, 1752, 1768 ("Marin"), and the revisions of 1773 by 
Zeydelaar (*Marin/Z") and 1786 by Zeydelaar and Holtrop ("Marin/ZH") ; Holtrop's 
own Dutch-French dictionary of 1789; the Latin dictionary based on Pomey, 1753; 
Kramer's Dutch-German dictionary of 1719, 1768; Winkelman Dutch-French 1783;
Des Roches 1769, 1835; and Wilcocke Dutch-English 1798. Only the Dutch-foreign 
section has been used throughout this summary. As far as can be ascertained 
(e. & o.e.) this is an almost complete list of the occurances of the main 
variant spellings in the works given.
chch Bochchel Hoogstraten, Marin, Pomey, Halma, Winkelman (cross-reference)
buchchel Halma
lachchen Hoogstraten, Kramer, Halma, Winkelman, Holtrop 
tichchel Marin, Pomey
cch Bucchel Halma (cross reference)
bucchelen Hoogstraten
eccho Marin, Buys, Halma, Winkelman, Marir^ZH, Wilcocke
kacchel Hoogstraten, Pomey 
kucchen Pomey
(be-)lacchen Marin, Pomey, Hoogstraten (NOT in Giron) 
licchaam Hoogstraten
pocchen Hoogstraten, Pomey 
rocchelen Hoogstraten
schaccheren Marin
with the exception of "eccho" the following have no '-cch-' forms:
Sewel, Buys, Kramer, Wilcocke, Marin/Z, Winkelman







kagchel Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma
kugchen Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH
lagchen ail except Sewel, Buys, Wilcocke,, Pomey
ligchaam Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Winkelman, Holtrop
loogchenen Marin
pogchel Marin, Holtrop
pogchen Marin, Holtrop, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Winkelman
pragchen Marin/ZH, Holtrop, Des Roches
rigèhel Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Pomey
rogchelen Marin, Marijÿz, Marin/ZH
schagcheren Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Holtrop
tigchel Hoogstraten, Pomey, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Holtrop
wigchelen Marin, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Winkelman, Holtop, Des Roches
Sewel, Buys, and Wilcocke have no '-gch-' forms, Kramer only has "lagchen", 
and Van Hoogstraten only has "lagchen, tigchel".
ch Bochel Buys, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Winkelman, Holtrop,Wilcocke,Des Roches
huehe1 Halma, Winkelman, Marin/ZH, Holtrop
echo Hoogstraten, Pomey, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Winkelman,
Holtrop, Des Roches 
gichelen Kramer (otherwise only Sewel '-chg-' and Pomey '-gch-' list
this word)
kachel Kramer, Marin, Buys, Halma, Winkelman, Holtrop, Des Roches
kuchen Kramer, Marin, Halma, Winkelman, Holtrop, Des Roches
lachen all except Wilcocke and Sewel (Buys has "lachen")
pochel Marin, Buys, Halma, Winkelman
pochen Kramer, Marin, Marin/Z, Halma, Winkelman, Des Roches
prachen Kramer, Marin, Buys, Halma, Winkelman
rachelenx has '-ch-' amongst listed alternatives in all except
rochelen' Van Hoogstraten
richel all except Sewel, Wilcocke, Buys
schacheren Hoogstraten, Kramer, Marin, Halma, Winkelman
tichel Hoogstraten, Kramer, Marin/Z, Marin/ZH, Halma, Winkelman,Holtrop
wichelen Hoogstraten, Marin, Pomey, Holtrop
Sewel has '-ch-' only in "rochelen, prochie, lichaam",
chg Gichgelen, kuchgen, pochgen, richgel, schachgeren, tiehgel, wichgelen"
are all in Buys and Wilcocke; Wilcocke has in addition "kachgel, 
lachgen, pochgel, prachgen" from earlier Sewel editions (see 
section on "lachgen" above). All pre-Buys Sewel editions have 
'-chg-' in all words except those mentioned above. The only 
other occurance of '-chg-' is "wichgelen" in Kramer.
gg, gh, etc., and "lichaam" see the main chapter."
None of the dictionaries consiilted has a thoroughly consistent system,
though severil works from the previous century had managed this (e.g. Binnart,
Hexham).
It is impractical to note here which are main entries, which secondary 
entries listed alongside the main entry, and which merely cross-references. Some 
only occur in the phrases entered beneath the main heading, e.g. "lacchen" in 
Van Hoogstraten.
Under 6loser analysis these variants show the influences between lexicog-  ^
raphers:- Wilcocke is based partly on Buys, partly on earlier Sewel editions.
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Buys is influenced by Marin (1752?); Marin is strongly influenced by Halma (see 
below); Halma (1719?) may have influenced Kramer; Holtrop is based on Marin/ZH 
(1786), with some influence probably from Halma (the entry "lachen, lagchen, 
lachchen"); Winkelman is based on Halma (1781?); Giron is based almost word for 
word on Van Hoogstraten/Hannot; Pomey is based, more loosely, on Van Hoogstraten, 
and may be influenced by Marin (cf."bochchel, tichchel").
Considering the often almost libellous introductions to Raima's dictionaries 
in which he accuses Marin, a former employee of his, of stealing the proofs of 
his dictionary, and plagiarising them, e.g. "Nu zal 't niet ondienstig zijn den 
leezers te doen zien dat dit Woordenboek, om verscheide redenen, te stellen is 
boven dat van Marin, die zijn uiterste best gedaan heeft om het werk van een 
Man, wien hy zoo zeer verpligt was, te laaken en te benaâelen,..." (1729, and 
similarly a tirade of 22 pages in the 1719 edition!), it is not surprising that 
there are many similarities between the two works. It is interesting, however, 
to note how often the entries are reversed (e.g. Marin: "tichel zie tigchel", 
Halma: "tigchel zie tichel"); this is especially true of the Zeydelaar revision.
It should be apparent from the above listings that very few dictionaries of 
the 18th century present a self-consistent system, and that the situation for 
words with intervocalic '-ch-' in this century, if not confused, was 
certainly in a state of great flux.
Summary:














hapax (misprints?): lagchgen, rocghghelen
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Chapter 5: D in final position.
’-d',’-dt', *-t* in final position 
hypercorrect spellings
the use of '-d', '-dt' '-t' in verbal endings is discussed in the next chapter.
The chronological development of the various alternatives
In Middle Dutch the normal spelling for nouns whose inflexion was spelt 
'-den' was with the phonetic '-t', parallel to the '-ch' spelling discussed in 
chapter 3, regardless of any rules of gelijkvormigheid. Towards the end of the 
14th century, and it is generally agreed (e.g. by Van der Meer, J te Winkel,
Van der Weghe) as a result of influence from High German, there arose a '-dt' 
spelling, which gradually spread throughout the Dutch-writing areas. Its 
function was presumably to indicate 'd' as part of the"root", and 't' for the 
pronunciation, > The term "root" was used by early grammarians in a sense 
different from that now understood. It was a term borrowed from Hebrew grammar 
and named the basic word from which all related forms, whether derivatives or 
inflexions, were evolved. Thence the term came to mean, in Dutch, those letters 
which were felt to be an essential part of the nature of the word, and which 
could therefore not be omitted in any of the various forms;the Latin term often 
used for these was the "literae radicales", translated as "wortelletters". Any 
other letters found in inflexion or derivation were "literae accidentales" or 
"literae serviles".
For example a 'd' was found in "goede, goedheit" and was therefore an 
indispensable part of the meaning of the word, since it was certainly not part 
of the inflexion or of an ending '-dheit"; hence there had to be a 'd* also in 
"goed(t)". Whether a phonetic 't' was added to the root 'd' was immaterial to
the argument, but the spelling such as "goet" was ruled out.
This theory is basically different from that incorporated in the rules of 
gelijkvormigheid; the one is based on etymological derivation procedures, and 
the other, in its generally understood meaning, on the visual appearance of the
word, and the avoidance of too great a divergence between the related forms of
a word. The end result is very often the same, but this does not imply that the 
cause is the same. Strangely, adherent of neither school of reasoning applied 
their theories consistently, most making an exception for such as "schrijf"
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where by the rules given *v' should be regarded as radical (in the literal 
sense), because of the word "schrijven",- see chap.7 (see also Leupenius's 
Aanmerkingen, ed. Caron, p.8, note 8). Examples of '-dt' are to be found in the 
early texts collected by Obreen and Van Loey, including "wandt, weerdt," and 
past participles such as "ghevrijdt, ghadt" (gehad). It also sporadically 
appears where ther is no real justification,- see final section of this chapter.
Arising at much the same time, and for similar reasons, are what will have 
to be called, for want of a suitable translation, gelijkvormigheid spellings, 
such as "land, dood" in the same texts. This spelling constitutes the root 
letters, but omits the '-t' added in the '-dt' spelling j&r. the sound (-/t/). 
Hypercorrect spellings with '-d* are also known from an early date.
There are thus three common Middle Dutch spellings, representable by the 
forms "land, landt, lant", of which the latter is the oldest. All three forms 
are naturally equally common in all words, since the form used depends not on
the word in question, but to the system of the writer. Nonetheless it is
noticeable that two words in particular seem to have formed exceptions to this;
the name of the deity : " was spelt through most of the Middle Ages as "God" or,
a little less frequently "Godt",- "Got" is quite rare; the word "stadt" also 
seems to have had a distinct inclination towards the '-dt' spelling, even for 
writers who use '-t' or '-d' in other words such as "land, hand, goed". No 
adequate reason for this has been found.
It is not unknown for a sort of reverse gelijkvormigheid spelling to be 
found: where most writers took the form "landen" and deduced the uninflected 
form "land", some spellers started with the form such as "lant", and in inflexion 
then had to add 'd' because of the change in sound, resulting in a form such as 
"lantden". "Geminctde" in Obreen & Van Loey is formed in this way. This reverse 
gelijkvormigheid persisted for quite some time, but only with a few, and usually 
less educated, writers in the 17th century.
Typical of the normal Middle Dutch spelling is the usage of the Exercitium: 
the 1489 (Deventer) edition has almost entirely '-t', as in "peert, hoet, draet, 
tijt, root" etc., but always "God", and very often "stadt". The Ghent Boecius 
on the other hand has very many '-d' spellings, but no great consistency. Van 
der Schueren's Teuthonista of 1477 is inconsistent, with both '-t' and '-d' side
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by side, e.g. "hand, hant".
Although the introduction of the gelijkvormigheid spelling is usually, and 
with some justification, attributed to the Twe-spraack, it would be wrong to 
assume that its writer, assumed to be Spiegel, was first amongst grammarians to 
use it: it would be more accurate to say that he was the first to argue its 
case (see below). Before him, in 1550, Lambrecht consistently used *-d' 
spellings, but did not discuss his system, - or any system at all, for his work 
is mostly concerned with permitted letter-combinations and the punnunciation of 
individual letters. He uses '-d' both in nouns and adjectives, and in past 
participles, which is not true of all users: very many kept *-t' in participles, 
especially when usea predicatively, since in that function they are indeclinable. 
This latter system was used for example by Plantijn, and later on by Leupenius, 
Verwer, and others to be mentioned where appropriate. Lambrecht's only exception 
is to allow '-t' in the suffix '-heit', which is again a very common exception 
made by a great number of writers in later years. His Naembouck has the same 
spelling system, and also includes such telling cross-references as "wort, 
beter woord; Abt, beter, abd". ^eurier, on the other hand, uses only '-t' forms.
The '-dt' spelling continued alongside the old '-t* and the newer '-d' forms, 
all three being used in the various marginal translations of Erasmus's treatise, 
e.g. "bereyt, listicheyt, snood, kind, oudt, Riedt". These are almost certainly 
printers' spellings, and not Erasmus's own choice; very probably he would have 
preferred the '-d' spelling as he professed to hear a difference between final 
’-d' and '-t': "Quin frequentiter 'd' & 't' differentiam confundimus, veluti 
quum pro'David' sonamus 'Davit', &'ad Petrum, ad te', 'at Petrum, at te'"(p.175). 
As he is attacking such assimilation in Latin rather than Dutch it cannot be 
known if he subjected his mother tongue to the same rules, though it is the 
Dutch pronunciation of Latin which he is discussing. He is criticising the 
sounding of a letter in a manner more appropriate to another letter (i.e. final 
'd' being pronounced as /t/), on which habit he elsewhere exclaims (with 
reference now to Greek vowels) "frustra igitur sunt distinctae literae si sono 
nihil differunt", though here the argument is reversed,- different letters 
should not have the same sound, and different sounds should not be attributed 
to a single letter (i.e. /t/ & /d/ to 'd'). Four and a half centuries later his
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thoughts were echoed by the motto of the VWS,- "len klank, eln teken".
A consistent user of '-dt* was Plantijn in his Thesaurus of 1573, but 
whereas his main entries have this spelling, his cross-references and sub­
headings often deviate, e.g. "een bruyt toemaken". All his past participles end 
in '-t', e.g. "gehoort, gebruyct", as does the suffux '-heyt'. Killan wavers 
between '-d' and *-t', with a much less common '-dt' (probably setters forms).
He frequently gives two alternative forms, such as "abd, abt; nood, not; 
hood, hooft; oort, oord; bat, bad", '-dt' can be found in the sub-entry "het 
broodt dijdt", and the entries "thendt, abelheydt" (cf. "achterheyd"). The 
Kilianus Auctus preserves "abd, abt", corrects to "het brood dijdt", but has ';i
new inconsistencies, e.g. "bat, sie bad, badtstoove". His uncertainty on "abd, 
abt" possibly derives from Lambrecht's Naembouck, which he used when preparing 
his own work (see introduction to Verdeyen ed. of the Naembouck. Sasbout, like 
Plantijn, has a consistent '-dt' system.
Sexagius's usage is mostly '-t', the only exceptions being "bed, i§rd", 
which Goemans (Leuvense Bijdragen IV,V) explains with reference to their longer 
Middle Dutch forms "bedde, aarde", so that either some voicing was preserved in 
the final /d/, or a very faint final /è/ was retained. He does not discuss 
his usage in this respect.
The first to discuss the choice of spellings in these words was Pontus de 
Heuiter: "'d' heeft groote gemeenschap met 't', 'woort, voort, hoort, got, bat, 
hat, zat, mat: woord, voord, hoord, god, bad, had, zad, mad*. Ic gebruike in 
d'ende der voors. woorden liever 't* dan 'd*'. ... 'Godt', wat douter ' t* of 'd'?",
- it should be either "God" or "Got" (p.83-4)# This choice is in keeping with 
his more phonetic spelling system, but he makes no further justification for his 
choice of '-t' in preference to '-d'. He does not say that final '-d' is the 
same as '-t', merely that there is a "groote gemeenschap", though this may in 
part be due to autosuggestion.
Three years later Spiegel shows a similar tendency; "'ghod, pot, ghad, ghat, 
pad, spat'.., verschelen in geklanck wainigh. Nochtans wilt niet schicken 
datmen ... 'ghot' ende 'pod'(zou schryven) om datraen 'ghoden' ende 'potten' 
zeit"- a clear statement of the principle of gelijkvormigheid. The text of the 
book, however, does not keep to the writer's tenets, and all three possible
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spellings can be found, though '-dt' ("midts" in the introduction, "verhoedt" 
p.46) is not common.
Spiegel's recommendations did not have immediate impact: the majority of 
contemporary writers continued in the old vein, using either '-t' (Marnix), 
or '-dt' (Mellema, Van der Noot, Roemer Visscher), or more commonly both forms 
indiscriminately (Stevin, Valcoogh). Van Beaumont's Tyt-snipperingen , written 
C.1596 (published I640) sets out with '-d* or '-t*, and progresses to '-dt* 
later on. Although this might reflect a change in opinion on the part of Van 
Beaumont himself, there is also evidence that most of the forms are the 
responsibility of the printer, since the preferred form for a given form often 
seems to depend on what page it is printed on, rather than where it fits in the 
chronological development, e.g. p.l is mostly '-d?, p.2 mostly '-t' or '-dt', 
p.3 '-d* or '-t', p.4 almost entirely '-t' etc.; practically no page is 
consistent, casting much light on contemporary indifference to spelling forms, 
but not much on Van Beaumont's own preferences!
The early works of Hooft, Coster, Heinsius show a similar irregularity from 
book to book, usually exhibiting the printer's rather than the writer's choice. 
But as it is the spelling system itself which is of most importance, it is of 
lesser importance whose it actually is - the writer's or the printer's, and it 
is usually impossible to say with any certainty which it is. For example Hooft's 
Achilles of I614 is 50% '-t', 50% '-dt', whereas his Baeto of 1626 is only '-dt*. 
Van Borsselen's Binckhorst has '-d' with ocaasional '-t?, though his other poems 
also often have '-dt'.
However, Spiegel's proposals began to find echoes; in 1612 Van der 8chuere 
pointed out that since 'd' is "zoet" and 't' "hard", "ende alzoomen de 
zoetigheyd boven de hardigheyd lieven moet, inzonderheyd daer 't reden vereyscht, 
zoo dunkt ons datze voorwaer buyten de reden niet verdwaeld (maer weirdig to 
volgen) zijn, die willen, dat alle woorden in D zullen eindigen, die in D 
verlangen". He goes on to criticise the indiscriminate use of '-t', or '-dt' 
"hoewel dit misbruyk by velen (ja by meest elk een) geplegd word". "Wand, wanden" 
he claims has no need of '-t', and "want, wanten" no need of '-d', "daeromme en 
waer 't niet onvoeglijk, datmen maer alleen in ' t' en liete eyndigen alle 
woorden, die niet in 'd' en verlangen, ende geen ander". That he probably heard
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no actual difference between final '-d* and '-t* is suggested by the entry 
under "Ha", where he says that but for the 'h* there is no difference between 
"aesd" and "haest". He also applies the '-d/-t' rule to past participles.
Most common usage continued with *-t' or '-dt* however, though *-d’ becomes 
gradually more common. In 1624 Van Gherwen (possibly influenced by the Twe- 
Spraak) and De Hubert advocated the use of '-d', the latter explaining "Ik 
spelle 'duegd* met 'd*... want men seijt in 't meervoud 'd u e g d e n g e b r a g t *  
met eene *t', om dat men seiit 'gebragte'". De Hubert went further than many 
in his application of gelijkvormigheid, using final double consonants, though 
this extreme (see chap.17) found few followers.
Van Heule, one year later, would have nothing to do with the new spelling. 
Like De Heuiter, whose example he followed in many ways, he proposes the phonetic 
'-t*: "Daer zijn veel Byvouglicke woorden, die in het Eenvoudig een T op het 
eynde hebben, in welke plaetse D in het Veelvoudig gestelt wort",- e.g. "Smit, 
smeeden; Gebet, gebeeden; Stat, Steeden",- and he gives rules for when *t' is to 
be changed into 'd* in this way. He criticises the ’-d* spelling on the grounds 
of tradition; "om dat wy zeer veel swaere Silben hebben, zo hebben onze 
Voorouders, de swaere letteren die wy van natuyr hebben, zo veel als het 
lijdelic is geweest, altijt in lichte letteren verandert...Siet Grotius en 
Kilian". Other authorities named by him, both in the 1625 and the 1633 edition, 
include De Heuiter, Marnix, Goornhert, and Heynsius, though some of these are 
not altogether regular (e.g. Kilian).
Two years after the first edition of Van Heule, Dafforne is still opposed to 
the comparatively new gelijkvormigheid spelling, especially in words where the 
singular and plural have other differences, as in "stat - steden, lit - leden, 
-heyt -heden"; in addition, he asks, what is wrong with "ghebet, ghebot" if 
"graaf, schreef" are correct with an unvoiced final consonant.
Ampzing, in 1628, condemns the extreme gelijkvormigheid system of De Hubert, 
but regards "de enkele gevolg letter des meervouds, op 't eynde des eenvouds,... 
geheel noodzakelijk... Ende ofschoon de *d' swaerder ende doffer luyd als de 't', 
ende daerom de rechte uytsprake so wel niet enschijnt te treffen; so kan dat 
immers met eenen gemeynen regel liever geholpen worden, te weten, dat de 'd' in 
*t eynde der zilben klinkt als eene 't*,(het welke de Franzoysen ook so doen)
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dan dat wy dit nodig en merkelijk gevolg verachtende, de vreeradelingen 
verbijsteren, 'tgesicht verdwelmen, ende het papier tegens dit gevolg met 
ontallijke regelen overtollig bekladden", although how many foreigners would be 
"verbijsterd" on seeing i-t' is hard to establish! His main criticism falls on 
those who "'dt' schrijven, de 'd' om 't gevolg, ende de 't' om den soeten en 
lichte klank",- by using rule the 't' is rendered unnecessary. His rule 
also makes for a more easy differentiation of homonyms, such as "rad, rat; 
want, wand; bloot, blood; voet, voed" etc..
From this time the gelijkvormigheid system is more and more commonly given 
as the rule in grammars. Plemp agrees with it in 1632, but the second edition 
of Van Heule retains his '-t' ruling, and cites as further support for this the 
spelling adopted by the States Bible. Anomalous in both editions is the 
presence in the list of examples for '-t, -den' (l p.31, II p.61) of "God, Goden", 
and in the first only of "Gebod, Gebooden" (II: "Gebot, Geboded), with a final 
'-d'; it would seem that Van Heule shared the Middle Dutch writers' dislike of 
the spelling "Got". The spelling rules of Van Heule are to be found repeated 
in the later grammars of Hexham and Beyer, who used his 1633 edition as their 
main source. Hexham's dictionary however uses '-dt', probably based on Mellema.
In the same year as Van Heule's second edition the Bible translators
completed their decisions on spelling (first draft,referred to by Van Heule, was
1628), and offered such a plethora of irregularities and exceptions as only a
committee can produce, voting as they did on each word seperately! They are as
follows: "1. conclusum, communiter T solum, quod in syllabarum incremento et
plurali liquéfiât et mutetur in D... exceptis quibusdam in quibus 
D est radicalis, ubi DT usurpandum, sic scribendum:'hant.hont.avont.
2. Participia tamen 'gemoedt. gelandt. gevoedt'.
3 . 'stadt, glat, glatt', quod multi in D mutant in 'gladdicheyt'
4. 'zaet, daet, aert' masc. per T in fine
5. 'verbondt' vel 'verbont', 'gebodt' vel 'gebot', 'gebedt' vel 
'gebet' promi scue
6. 'God', anl'Got', an 'Godt'? Postremum pluribus suffragys fuit 
conclusum
7. Participia 'bemint, gesint, gehoort',et similia, per T
8. 'Gehadt' est anomalum
12. 'Woort' non autem 'woord'
15. 'Gedoodt, doodt' mortuus, per DT.'Doot' mors per T."
In summary form this is: all words should end in '-t', except past pprticiples 
of verbs with 'd' in the root, and words l^rng^ from such; plus "gehadt, doodt, 
stadt*. "Gedoodt" and "doot" (mors) Eire regular according to the rules as given.
h,
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In literary works, unless the writer had definite views, the printers 
continued to follow whichever usage appealed to them, but many writers do seem 
to have had preferred forms. Throughout his life Hooft used more or less 
consistently the '-dt* spelling, except in past participles and '-heyt', both 
of which Eire more common with *-t'. In his Waernemingen, which on the whole have 
little bearing on spelling, he merely points out the presence of 'd' when part of 
the root, e.g. "gezeidt" because of "zeyden", as contrasted to "geleert" where 
the root is "leer". No.124 further comments "'geleidt' als 't voor 'gelegt' 
staat, te spellen zonder 'd', aldus 'geleit'",- despite the forms "leyden,legden" 
(cf "zeyden"), in order to differentiate the word from "geleidt" from "leiden".
Starter and Westerbaen preferred '-d'. Cats Revius and Anslo used '-t', 
Bontekoe, Scriverius and Poirters used '-dt'; Stalpaert van der Wiele oscillated 
between ’-d' and '-dt*. In most editions of Camphuysen's Rijmen the spelling 
within each poem is largely consistent, but varies, often radically, from poem 
to poem, and it is utterly impossible to disentangle any personal spelling 
system. The Rijmen of 1647, 1654 and the Gedichten of 1675, 1680 differ greatly 
from each other, but all use, with little consistency, '-d' or '-t', but very 
rarely '-dt'. His earlier works "Het Schildt der Ghewraeckte Gemoederen" 1619, and 
"Godt de Wraeck","Lydens Begin" both 1620, all have about 40^ '-t' and 60% '-dt'. 
Reaelij De Ruyter, De Swaen used '-t' or '-dt', and De Witt has an almost 
consistent use of '-dt'.
Vondel used, erratically, '-d' or '-t' up to circa 1625, and '-t' or '-dt' 
from then until c.1644. Thereafter he adopted a system with '-dt' after a short 
vowel ("bedt, stadt, Godt"), *-t' after a long vowel or consonant ("weerelt, lant, 
gout, -heit, strijt"), which was further modified by his desire to separate 
homonyms such as "gemoedt, te gemoet; vondt, vont; aert (nature),aerdt (earth). 
Foreign words and names (e.g. "David") preserve their native spelling. The 
dating given here is that put forward by Moller (Ts.l908).
The system of De Ruyter, alluded to above, shows several interesting traits 
probably largely due to the elementary nature of his education. He uses mostly 
final '-d' and '-t' in the normal manner, though he very often has '-t' for '-d'
( vryenb, boort") or '-dt' for '-d' or '-t' ("stadt, buyten gaedts, vloodt").
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The most interesting are what Koelmans calls "compromisspellingen"the sort 
of reverse analogy sometimes found in Middle Dutch referred to above, giving 
such spellings as "onthooftden, noortden, belooftde". Such forms must not be 
considered innately "uncivilised" since for many years very eminent grammarians 
defended the identically formed spelling "beeldtenis" (though here the 
reasoning is the other way round). Koelmans also records some of De Ruyter's 
attempts to "correct" his spellings, e.g. 't' changed to *dt* in "schoudt, 
nyemandt, bonedt, pardt, sadt, vloedt, boordt"; as can be seen these changes 
were not always improvements, and ably illistrate contemporary confusion.
Montanus, in 1635, was not attracted to the idea of gelijkvormigheid, 
preferring the phonetic '-t'. Amongst the instances of "oneige stofmerking"
(p.25) he includes "'wijd', daer de ... 'd* voor een 't* is gestelt, om dat daer 
af korat ... 'wijde*. He will not, however, totally reject any consistent system: 
als men niettemin ... oneigenheit gebruict, zoo 1st zeer dienstich datmen daer 
in eenpaerich gae; dat is, in gelijke geleegenheit, gelijke oneigenheit altijt 
gebruike". For all words he uses *-t* himself, listing for example in the 
"Letterwisselingen" (p.122) the change of "’d* in 't'. Gelt, gelden; Got, Gooden; 
vrucht, vrugdbaer; hooft, hoovddoec".
Usage in dictionaries and vocabularies at this time continued to be mostly 
conservative or inconsistent: Binnart uses only '-dt', the Dutch Scholeraaster 
has mostly '-t' but '-d, -dt' do occur, whereas the identical texts forming part 
of the Grooten Vocabulaer 2 years later have mostly '-dt' which is the spelling 
often favoured by the printer Waesberghe. Kok (1649) also uses '-dt'. At the 
same time opposition to both '-t' and '-dt' was being voiced by Van Attevelt and 
Van der Weyden, who complains that many writers "bijna geen onderscheyd en weten 
te maken tusschen 'd' ende 't', schrijvende 'broot, doot, gelt. Got...' ende 
andere med 't', in de plaetse van 'brood, dood, geld, God...' med 'd'", and that 
some "vele overtollige letteren, tot,verlenginge harer schriften, gebruyken, als 
... 't' in 'Godt'" (p.3,6).
In many ways the holder of theories opposite to those of the phonetician 
Montanus, Leupenius uses the '-d' spelling, not so much because of gelijkvormig­
heid, but rather (probably as a result of being "Bedienaar des Godlyken Woords" 
with the accompanying study of Hebrew) because of the "root" concept outlined
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earlier. Montanus calls the root the "Grondletters" as distinct from the 
"Cleefletters", but has no qualms about changing the root letters for the sake 
of the sound (cf. "hoovddoec"). It is admittedly not always clear which principle 
a given writer is following - the idea of preserving the root-letters, or the 
idea of varying the word-image as little as possible (the most common reason put 
forward for the latter was to make the language easier for foreigners!),- for 
the end result is in most cases the same.
The Bible translators were certainly concerned with the root ("'d' est 
radicalis"), whereas the Twe-spraack had been concerned with the word-image. 
Leupenius however is quite explicit: "Om wel te spellen of de bevattselen 
(= syllables) recht te maaken, moet men voor eerst sorgvuldiglyk acht neemen op 
de wortelletteren ora de selve in de veranderinge van het woord, soo veel mogelyk 
is, te behouden, als in 'handen* syn de 'd*, in 'ringen* de 'g*... wortelletteren, 
die moet men niet veranderen, noch schryven 'hant, rink*... maar 'hand, ring*". 
Words such as "bedd" had a double consonant because of the plural form "bedden" 
(see chap.17), but "kind, stad, blad, -heid" etc have a single *d* as there is 
only one in "kinderen, steden, bladeren, -heden" etc..
One apparent exception to the rule is the past participle, which Leupenius 
always spells with *-t* when part of a verb. His reason for this was simply 
that in such a function the word is undeclinable, and is a different part of 
speech from the attributive adjectival partidple, which needs *-d* because of 
its inflected form: "want men seggt 'geleerde, beminnde* niet 'geleerte, 
beminnte*: als ook in de deelneemende wyse van de ander wysen te onderscheiden, 
soo seggt men * ik hebb geleert* niet ik hebb 'geleerd*". This *-t* spelling is 
therefore not an exception to Leupenius*s rigorously applied rules, and can 
also be seen in the *-d* stem verbs, whose particule ends in *-dt*.
Casparus van den Ende, whose Schatkamer appeared the following year, writes 
all past participles with *-t* regardless of the stem, but for nouns he supports 
the gelijkvormigheid spelling: "...'brood, dood,...' om dat men in 't meervoud 
'brood-en, dood-en...' zegt". His views were strongly criticised however by 
Bolognino: "Gasper vanden Enden stelt seer wel vor grontreden dat het schryven 
met het 8preken moet overeenkomen, ende nochtans schryft hy anders alsmen sprlct 
in veul i^'Verscheyden worden. ... Alssi (sic) schryft 'brood, dood', want
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sprekende sêtraen 'broodt, doodt' met een 't'. Ende noch arger schryft hy 
'hoofd': want sprekende sêtraen 'hooft' in snicker voegen dat de 'd' nit gehoort 
en wordt, mar de 't'. Hy set ooc datter somtydts een 't' naer de 'd' wordt 
bygevoegt, sonder te seggen wanneer, ende hy doeget in 't wordt 'magdt', ende 
in t'wordt 'gevoegdt', in de welcke de 'd' geensins en wordt gehoort. mar in 
de worden 'broodt' en 'doodt' wordt de 'd' noch eenigsins gehoort, ende worter 
ooc in geschreven, om datmen in't meervout schryft 'brooden, dooden'"(p.3l).
The contemporary confusion, or rather flux, is impartially described by 
Hillenius: "'t' or 'd' are sometimes, and often written in the end of words, 
and sillabls, which hath the power of 'dt*, and ought to be pronounced like 'dt', 
as 'God, Ghod, Ghodt, gebod, ghebod, ghebot, ghebodt, wort, word, wordt, gheeft, 
woort, woord, woordt'",- n.b. not "Got". It is possible that he does not mean 
that '-dt' should be pronounced /d+t/, but that 't' or 'd' sound exactly the 
same as the traditional 'dt' spelling, viz. /t/ (though compare his statement 
with Bolognino above I). The examples he gives also include 'gh/g' alternations.
As with several other aspects of spelling, the South tended to be more 
conservative, and preserved the '-dt' spelling still. This spelling is, as 
Ampzing pointed out, a form of gelijkvormigheid: '-d' for the word form and '-t' 
added for the pronunciation, - it is only not quite as radical as the simple 
'-d' spelling. The southerner Bolognino, as just noted, preserves '-dt', and 
the revised version of Binnart's dictionary similarly has "peirdt, grondt" etc. 
(as did the 1635 version). The Amsterdam editions of this work retain the 
Southern spelling. Laconis... of 1666 still spells '-dt', but Bilius's preface 
of 1661 had rejected this Southern usage in his book (like Bolognino and 
Binnart printed in Antwerp),- not "opghetoghentheydt" but "-heyt".
After the 1660's most grammarians, unlike the still very unsystematic usage 
in printed books, almost unanimously concur in recommending the '-d' system in 
their spelling rules. Niervaert does so in 1676, though his usage is erratic.
The Verhandeling of Nil Volentibus were also concerned with the potential of 
this system in homonym differentiation: "Wij zeggen 'bat, daat, bet'... enz., 
met het geluid van de 't', daar men ^e uitspreken moest met het geluid van de 
'd', aldus 'bad, daad, bed'. En wij maaken alzo geen onderscheid tusschen 'God', 
het opperste weezen, en 'Got', de naam van zeker volke, tusschen 'wand'... en
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'want'; tusschen 'rad' en 'rat', tusschen 'blood' en 'bloot'.., en andere 
diergelijke". Although this work was not published until 1728, the members of 
thecompany at the time of writing (c.l673 according to Te Winkel Ontwikkelings- 
gang III.44), Meijer, Blaauw and especially Pels, adopted their considered 
spelling, or most aspects of it, straight away, and their influence was n ; i
certainly considerable. How much it is due to them is impossible to ascertain, 
but after this time '-t' spellings become much less normal both in rules given 
by grammars and in the usages of writers and printers.
This does not imply that '-d' was universal: some conservative users still 
preferred '-dt', as for example did Arnout Leers the printer of all editions of 
Hexham’s dictionary. In the foi&jord to the revised version (l672ff) he defends 
his (i.e. not the compiler's) spellings with '-dt*, *-ck-' double vowels etc.: 
"omtrent de Woorden en Woorde-boecken valt in onse dagen een wonderlijcke strijdt, 
soo over de spellinge als over onduytsche woorden in de Duytsche Tale by sommige 
gebruyckt. De gewoonlijcke (i.e. "traditional") spellinge te gebruycken houdt 
men als of het een verderf der Politie was in het Vrye Hollandt. Het wordt voor 
een Crimen uyt-geroepen, dat men soude schrijven 'Af-breeckinge' ende niet 
'Af-brekinge', daer nochtans het eerste het beste is. ... (Men moet) gôtleerde 
lieden (niet) soo vileyn door-strijcken, die juyst op die nieuwste stelten niet 
genegen zijn te gaen". His theory is that dictionaries above all should not try 
to be à la mode "maer na alderhande Schrijvers", including those now dead whose 
books were still in use. It is presumably with these latter that he justifies 
his '-dt* forms. The reprints of the earlier editions and the revised versions 
all use ’-dt’, so it seems that the wishes of the printer here were of more 
weight than those of the compilers Hexham and Manly.
The reprint of Roemer Visscher's Srabbelingh" in 1669 also showed the older 
'-dt' forms, even though the first edition (1614) had had '-t'. Such a usage 
was certainly dying out by this time however, as is recorded by Richardson in 
1677: "Nota. They have generally been used after 'd' to write *t', to make it 
be more hard, & fully pronounced: but now they leav out one of those letters: as 
where they have written 'woordt', a word, they now begin (n.b. i) to use 'woort', 
yea and sometimes 'woord'" (p.4). He is slightly inaccurate in thinking "woort" 
a new spelling, but his apparent surprise at the form "woord" is telling.
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Van Attevelt’s Letterklank of 1682 retains the ’-d’ of the 1st edition, and 
Winschooten, the following year, complains that "sommigen sijn soo dom, dat sij 
een T gebruiken, gelijk in ’lant’ voor ’land’, daar de D sonder teegenspreeken 
behoord gebruikt te warden. Ander (quansuis wat voorsigtiger) die voegen bij de 
D, sonder oorsaak, een Tj gelijk sulks in ’Beeldt’ voor ’Beeld’, ’Draadt’ voor 
’Draad”’. (it is often quoted, since De Vooys, that Winschooten finds the 
spelling "lant" "dom", whereas it is clearly the usérs of the spelling who he 
so dismisses).
Van Helderen is, like Winschooten, an ardent opponent of the use of ’d/t’ 
in homonym differentiation, but unlike him he uses the ’-t’ spelling in all his 
works, though his dictionary is a little less regular and "God" always has ’-d’ 
or ’-dt’, never ’-t’. Gargon defends the ’-d’ in 1686, as does La Grue two 
years earlier, though he does think it an æ ceptable alternative in certain 
words: "Souvant le ’t’ se changent en ’d ’, comme ’broot' pain, 'brooden',
'draat' fil, 'draaden','bant' lien, 'banden'. Mais plusieurs bons écrivains 
veulent qu'ou le 'd' se trouve au plurier, qu'il soit aussi écrit au singulier, 
ains ils écrivent 'brood, draad, band' &c. & pour lors il n’y a plus de 
difficulté. ... J ’ay formé mes regies selon la bonne & non selon la mauvaise 
ortographe" (p.87,67). The difficulty he refers to was in knowing whether the 
final '-t' remained in the plural or changed to '-d-'. Sewel's revision of this 
work still contained similar comments, though in the later editions (e.g.1762)
they are somewhat out of place.
A Southern grammar often indebted to La Grue for its comments, the Nouvelle 
Grammaire Flamande: Grammaire plus exacte, 1701, recognised '-d' as the normal 
spelling, and, unlike many, realised that final '-d' is pronounced exactly the 
same as '-t': "à la fin des mots le D prend le son du T; comme 'land' pals;
'stad' ville; 'pand' gage. Lisez 'lant, stat, pant'. D'ou vient qu'on 
écrivoit autrefois 'landt, stadt, pandt'". (This can be compared with a comment 
in a much later foreign grammar, that of Ahn: "D und T... sind in der 
Aussprache genau von einander zu unterscheiden ... 'hard, hart'", where 
autosuggestion is probably at work. Even Siegenbeek was unsure on this: "Het 
komt mij, namelijk, voor, dat de 'd' op het einde der woorden wel niet aan den 
natuurlijken toon der uitspraak geheel voldoet, maar dat daarbij echter niet
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een zoo scherp geluid gehoord wordt, als aan de *t* eigen is" (invl.der Wel.), 
and those following his example atthe time included Bosdijk, who states 
unambiguously that "hand" ends in /d/.)
Sewel's own original works, like his later revision of La Grue, defend the 
use of '-d', even in past participles, as too do Duikerius and Kuyper. An 
apparent anomoly in Sewel is the occurrence of some 'dt' medial spellings:
"(de 'd') voegt...wel in 't woord...'goodtje' of godeken". -Similar entries in 
his dictionary include "Kindeken, Kindtje; Handtje; Kondtje; Mandetje, Mandtje". 
This is not a '-dt' spelling on a par with those just described, nor a medial 
'-dt-' spelling as in "noordter" described elsewhere, but is caused by the 
regular addition of the suffix '-tje' to final '-d' (cf. "breedte").
Van Hoogstraten's list is erratic, using "vreemt, beroemt, quaedt, radt, 
raedt, beraamd, opgesteld, lant" etc., though the basis of his usage seems to 
be '-t', with '-dt' after a short vowel (cf.Vondel). Hilarides uses '-d', but 
Nyloë cannot accept this: "De 'd' wort by velen in 'heid, hand, land, God' 
alleen zonder ' t' geschreven; maar ik beroepe my op elks oren, of men in de 
uitsprake dier woorden geen ' t' kan horen; en zo daar een van beide kan afwezen, 
zal het de 'd' en niet de 't' zyn... In 'hand' komt al de kracht der uitsprake 
op de 'd' aan, en zy is niet magtig om het alleen uit te houden"(2nd ed.p.33). 
The pronunciation is too hard for a 'd', and furthermore if 'd' is accepted so 
too must 'v' and 'z' in final position. His first edition of 1703 uses '-dt' but 
does not discuss the spelling, so that the use of '-t' here is probably caused 
by his reading of Moonen (as happened for other spellings,cf. chap.15).
Moonen's grammar of 1706 could find nothing in favour of '-d': "Wy (kunnen) 
niet goetkeuren de hedendaegsche nieu-gesmeedde spelling, waardoor, om quansuis 
de afkomste en verwantschap der woorden nader te koomen, de welluidendheit ten 
hoogsten benadeelt wordt". He prefers '-t' to both '-d' and '-dt', and defends 
it "met dezen grontregel, ook in andere taalen bekent en gebruikelyk, dat 
letters van het zelve werktuig (="organum") dikwyls met elkandere verwisselt 
worden". A solitary exception is made however for the word "Godt": "'Godt' 
echter schryve ik met een D voor de T, om hem van eenen 'Got' te onderscheiden". 
This difference is frequently put forward (it is the only word with '-dt' in 
Marin's grammar of 1751, e.g. on page 15, in the later Nieuw Ned. Speldeboek
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of 1772, and is mentioned specifically by G.W, Holtrop in 1783 and De Simpel, 
as a contemporary Flemish usage, in the 1820'si), although it is difficult to 
conceive of any circumstance where real confusion might occur. Very often the 
use of the form "Godt" was influenced by the mystical idea of the Tetragramaton, 
- that the name of the deity should have four letters (Deus, Geos, dieu, Jawe). 
Huydecoper (p.32) traces it back to Vondel and his followers, though it is much 
older than that. Moonen also makes an exception for present participles, which 
he spells with '-d', for which Van Gaveren criticised him on the grounds of 
consistency.
Sewel reacted to Moonen by inserting a paragraph in the notes in his 1708 
dictionary and in his grammar of the same year. There must be, or have been, 
some difference between final 'd' and 't', he claims, otherwise the Romans 
would not have used a different letter in "Brabantia" and "Hollandia". He 
also makes this use of '-d' to point out that it avoids "eene verwarringe, die 
zelfs kundigen zou konnen mis leyden" if such as "'Rad' van eenen Wagen, en een 
'rat' als 't een dier betekent" were both written with '-t' as in Moonen's 
system.
Van Gaveren was one contemporary non-grammarian who agreed with Sewel and 
opposed the theories of Moonen, though he was doubtful abeut the long-term
trends amidst the reigning confusion; "Ik geloove dat W. Sewel groot gelyk 
heeft. ... Nochtans zal ik by myne spelling blyven, tot dat'er een vaster regel 
zal beraamt zyn" (Bkzl. 1707b,539). His own usage is '-t'. A contrasting 
comment is found a year earlier (l706a,15) where he seems to have been more 
decided: "Ik (hebbe) meer de zinlykheit van een ander, dan myn eigen gedachten 
gevolgt". Francius however, a few years earlier, had shared Van Gaveren's 
doubts: "Zo dra 'er zekere regelen der Spelkonst zijn, zal ik m'er naar schikken. 
Zo lang die 'er niet zijn, en ieder zijn zin volgt, volg ik den mijnen, en 't 
geene my 't redelijkst voorkomt". These views amply reflect the contemporary 
lay view of the arguments of the grammarians.
In his defence of Moonen, Poeraet took up the point made by Nyloe with the 
analogy with final '-f. If the alternation between 'f'and 'v' (brief/brieven) 
and 's' and 'z' (huis/huizen) were permissible, then it was also permissible 
for t and 'd': "Hadt nu de D in het woortsluiten de zelfde stuiting als de
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T, haar Gebuurletter, en niet de zelfde bulging in het openen, zo zouden ook 
de B, V, en Z in het besluiten der woorden de stuiting van haar Gebuurletter 
konnen overneemen". For him the adoption of final *-d' implied a parallel 
adoption of final '-v','-z' and *-b' (he used "quabbe, hebbe" normally, see 
chap.l),- which is a point with some validity.
Although Moonen had substantial influence with his grammar, which was held 
in high esteem for many years after, his advocation of the '-t* spelling did 
not check the trend towards more widespread acceptance of *-d'. Several writers 
(or printers) continued to use *-t', including Foot, Zeeus, Schermer, and 
Pomey (1739). But Moonen was the last of his generation of *-t' grammarians, j
together with Nyloe''who was almost certainly influenced by him (see above), and \[
nearly all subsequent grammars recommended '-d*. [ I
Verwer (1707) uses exclusively '-d', but like Leupenius before him, and Ten |j
i
Kate and many others after him, he sees no reason to extend this spelling to '■
I
past participles when used in a finite verb; the attributive partidple must have j
'-d*, as might be expected, but it is not necessary in verbal forms; "'Be i;j
Beesten zijn verjaagt', dog 'een verjaagd beest', eeven gelijk men zegt'een 
verjaagde wolf "(Ten Kate 1.127). The only area of doubt in Verwer's mind is j
for the suffix '-heit' (a common exception to '-d' rules). On p.27, when 
describing suffixes, he mentions "hede, nunc heit", but on p.52 he describes 
how nouns formed from adjectives "exeunt in heid". His usage varies periodically 
through the book, going in phases of '-heid' followed by a phase of '-heit' etc.
For one word only does he use '-dt': "eene 'maente', pro quo nunc scribimus 
'maendt', in plurali 'maenten'" (?).
A shift in the opinion towards the '-d' spelling is reflected in Raima's 
dictionary, for in the 1729 edition the editor (Halma died in 1722) writes that 
"De spelling van de voorgaende druk heeft men niet raadzaam gevonden te volgen. 
Eerstelijk heeft men noodig geagt alle de overtollige en met de afleiding der 
afkomstige woorden t'eenemaal strijdige letters te verwerpen. By voorbeeld in 
de woorden 'Godt, Landt, Tandt' en oneindig meer andere, heeft men de letter 't' 
uitgesloten". Similarly the past participles now have two spellings listed, 
with '-t' (verbal use) and with '-d' (attributive, -cf Verwer above), instead of 
only '-t' in the earlier editions, Tuinman (Oude en Nieuwe Sprkw. No.127) argues
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for '-d* in nouns but gives '-t' in participles as a "letterverwisseling",
Huydecoper, in 1730 formulated the rules for '-d/-t/-dt' spellings which 
were to become the accepted standard in the North for the next 240 years I But 
he, like several others,was of the opinion that final 'd' was pronounced 
differently from final 't'; "men schryft niet 'brood* en 'noot', omdatmen zegt 
'brooden' en 'nooten', maar integendeel men zegt 'brooden' en 'nooten' omdatmen 
in 't eenvoudige zegt 'brood' en 'noot'"(p.32)... "en die 'God' (Deue) 
uitspreeken als 'Got' (een volknaam), en 'nood' (gevaar) als 'noot' (een 
boomvrucht) konnen met het zelfde recht beweeren, datmen moet schryven 'ik hep' 
voor 'ik heb', want daar is geen minder onderscheid tusschen 'God' en 'Got' als 
'er is tusschen 'heb' en 'hep'," and those who maintain "datmen schryve 'brood' 
en 'noot', omdatmen in 't meervoudige zegt 'brooden' en 'nooten', ... dien 
moeten de herssens dwars in 't hoofd leggen"(p.31) ! His rules, just like those 
later of Siegenbeek and of Te Winkel, are for '-d' in nouns, adjectives and 
participles (including the suffix '-heid'), whenever 'd' appears in inflected 
forms, otherwise '-t'; '-dt' was only allowed in verbs (see chap.6).
It is certainly intriguing to note which grammars were in use side by side 
in the first half of the 18th century. Moonen, the '-t' speller, was printed 
in 1706, and reprinted in 1719 (1718?- see Bkzl.1718b,723) and 1740 with an 
undated 5th edition. Nyloe, in his later editions another '-t' speller, was 
first printed in 1703, with the revised 2nd ^edition in 1707,1711 and 1721, 3rd 
edition in 1723, 4th 1746, and 5th in 1751 (published with an introduction by 
Van Hoogstraten). Sewel, a '-d' speller, had his grammar printed in 1708,1712, 
1724, 1733, 1756, and his influential dictionary appeared in 1691, 1708 (1707?- 
see Bkzl.1707b where it is reviewed), 1727, 1735, 1754 and 1766. Heugelenburg, 
another '-d' speller in 1714, 1719, 1727, 1768,1775, 1798, and several undated 
editions. Yet despite the fact that two of these were '-t' users, and both 
were held in high esteem, there were very few '-t' spellers in practice.
Somewhat puzzling in this respect is the usage of Van Overschie; he spells 
most words consistently with '-d',- "oiwd, tyd, God, geluyd, schuld, Stad"etc., 
yet "blout" always has '-t', despite "bloudwyn"; "quaat" and "gout"(=goed) 
are similarly singled out without explanation. His system for past participles 
is also unusual, but is regular: all are spelt with '-t' except for verbs whose
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stem ended in 'd', which have '-di, e.g. "gestelt, meegedeelt, vervult; versaed, 
bevryd". This is presurnably by analogy with his verbal spellings "speelt, word" 
where a theoretical '-df is similarly simplified to ’-d’.
The first new grammar to appear in the North since Moonen (i.e. excluding 
Huydecoper and Ten Kate, which are not grammars in the normal sense), was that 
of Van Belle in 1748. By this time the '-d* spelling, largely because of the 
influence of Huydecoper and Sewel, was the norm, and Van Belle agreed with their 
view: "De D, dus verre al s B in eigenschap Dient cm Dak, Rad te spellen, Hand, 
(ora Handen;) (Ora Steden, Stad, niet Stat) en Land, (om Landenj". He is highly 
critical, in the footnotes, of Moonen, accusing the '-t' spellers of having "Fries 
voor hunne Hollandse ooren", and praises Sewel as protagonist of *-d*. He goes 
on to say that "Zy klinkt zo scherp als T aan *t eind van 't woord: A.Pels zegt 
wel * zo rymt men Noord met Voort*". Clearly the tenets of Nil Volentibus were 
well knovm, and the most widespread vehicle of their views, to which Van Belle 
here refers, was the introduction to the often reprinted translation of Horace’s 
Poetics by founder-member Pels (first published 1677); the latter does indeed 
say "zo mag men ’kindsch’ met ’Prins’ berymen, ‘noord’ met ’voort’" (p.7).
It is doubtful if Van Belle had a very wide field of influence (though his 
work was well known and often respected), but the same cannot be said of the 
writer whose spelling and language were to command much esteem for many years,- 
Wagenaar in his "Vaderlandsche Historié". He too uses ’-d’, but as this was 
already almost standard in the North it cannot be claimed that he was of great 
influence in causing it; certainly however he would have been important in 
confirming it as an acceptable usage.
In the South however, the situation was somewhat different. As already 
mentioned, the ’-dt’ spelling persisted longer here than in the North, and in 
1713 E.G.P., at the same time as Moonen, Verwer, Nyloe and Sewel were arguing 
the merits of ’-d’ and ’-t’, defends the ’-dt’ forms on the grounds of the 
spoken language: "Daer begint een ander nieuw gebruyk in te sluypen, door het 
welk men in plaets van ’Godt, hadt, landt, stadt, bescheydt’ enz ’God, had, 
land, stad, bescheyd’ gaet spellen: raaer ik houde staen, en roepe tot getuygen 
alle die het gehoor scherpelijk willen aenleggen, dat in die woorden de 
T merkelijk meer gehoort wordt als de D, dat men oversulks dese
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veel eer als de eerste in geval van noodt-wendige verkortinge, zou mogen 
achterlaten. Ik berate my tot de selfde, dat men, nauwkeuriglijk toeluisterende, 
de D  ook zeer wel in die woorden kan hooren; en dat 'er geen kleyn onderscheyt 
te gevoelen is, wanneer men ’Godt, handt, stadt’, en wanneer men ‘kot, kant, 
vat’.., duydelijk uytspreekt. Want in de laetste woorden bijt men de lettergreep 
plotzelijk af; daer de D in de eerste woorden de lettergreep doet hangen en 
langer duuren’’. It is not clear exactly what difference he hears (if any at 
all really), but it may have its roots in some possible dialectal retention of 
earlier longer forms with ’-e’ (which is an accepted feature of some Southern 
dialects), where the difference between ’-d’ and ’-t’ would indeed be heard 
(cf. Bilderdijk, who knew and admired E.C.P.’s work, claimed that ’’hand’’ is 
pronounced either /hant/ or /hand/, see below). Thus E.G.P. always uses ’-dt’, 
without feeling any inconsistencywith the rule he gives on p.22, ’’dat men niet | 
meer letteren tot een woordt raoet gebruyken als ’ t noodig is". He is prepared, 
if absolutely necessary, to adopt the ’-t’ system.
Not due to E . G . P . f  but more from force of tradition, the ’-dt’ system 
continued in the South, though Van Geesdalle (1700,1712) followed the Northern 
example and used ’-d’, opposing ’-t’ and ’-dt’ which he records as the normal 
usage,- "De Vlaemsche sdrijven alle alzoo" (p.46). The Ursulines vocabulary 
of 1733 has the same typically Southern ’-dt’ spelling.
Towards mid-century however the tide began to turn in favour of ’-d’, 
probably under Northern influence, Verpoorten supports ’-d’ in 1742, as did 
P.B(incken) in 1757, and both, together with several other Southern grammarians 
(Steven, Janssens, Van Belleghem) use ’-t’ in past participles in verb forms.
Pomey’s dictionary of 1753 similarly points out to the readers that in this 
edition "de overtollige Letters,., (de ’t’ achter ’d ’) overal achtergelaeten 
zyn,.., en dat men gestelt heeft ’gebed, gebod’ &c in plaetse van ...
’gebedt, gebodt’ &c"; a few anomalous ’-t’ forms are retained, e.g. "quaat" is 
listed in addition to and separately from "quaad".
The convergence to Northern usage did not go uncontested, and the Snoeymes 
of 1760 still felt it necessary to advise against the ’-dt’ spelling still 
persisting in many popular works such as Aerschot, in 1766, Even in 1315 De 
Neckere calls ’-d’ a "niew gebruik" ousting the normal ’-dt’ (p.53) I
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In the North the ’-dt’ spelling in nouns adjectives and participles was 
for the most part dead by 1720 (it was also little used in verbs such as ’’hij 
word, gij deed" at this time). It occurs sporadically in the v/ritings of Foot, 
Langendijk (especially in the word "stadt"), and others, and is specifically 
rejected by Heugelenburg. Sewel’s revision of La Grue (I719ff) has consistently 
’-d’, as would be expected from Sewel, with the anomalous exceptions of "broodt" 
(p.64-5) in all its parts 1 No explanation is given for this. Cuno’s grammar 
of 1741, a translation of this work, as well as conscientiously copying this 
anomaly with "broodt" (p.80) and similarly "Aardt" (p.94), repeats the list of 
words (Sewel/La Grue p.80, -cf. La Grue 1684 p.87), which may have either ’-d’ 
or ’-t’ in the singular, e.g. "jeugd/jeugt, raad/raat, zaad/zaat".
Occasionally books still appeared in the North with a more consistent ’-dt’ 
system, for example Boomkamp’s "Alkraaar en deszelfs geschiedenissen" 1747, 
published in Rotterdam. A possible explanation for this is that the printer or 
typesetter may have been influenced by contemporary Southern spelling habits. 
Meijer’s Woordenschat was printed with ’-dt’ up to and including the edition of 
1745, though it also has a great many ’-t’ forms.
Kramer’s grammar (1774 p.63) applies the usual argument for nouns to past
participles, but with a difference: "’ik hoorde’, nicht ’ik hoorte’, weil das
Participium pass, ist ’gehoord’; aber nicht ’bemerkde’ von ’bemerken’... sondern
’bemerkte’, weil das Participium ist ’bemerkt hebbende”’,- he takes the
argument the other way round from noiimal. Instead of prescribing ’-d’ or ’-t’
because of ’-de’ or ’-te’ respectively, he gives ’-d’ and ’-t’ as basic and
derives ’-de’ and ’-te’ from theml (cf Huydecoper’s theory on "brood" and "noot"
above).,' That the situation was still far from settled outside the carefully
formulated pages of grammars is suggested by the comment of Schwiers in 1799: 
so
"It is/difficult to distinguish (the D and T) in terminations, that even learned 
men will make mistakes". Even in his own book "Stadt" appears twice on p.76.
It is possible however that his statement draws more from Sewel’s comment to the 
same effect than from contemporary mistakes.
It was now almost universally agreed in both North and South that ’-d’ was 
the better spelling, as can be seen in the systems of Des Roches, De Haes, _
iif
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Zeydelaar, " K u n s t . B a l l i e u ,  Van Belleghem, Boterdael, "Letterschik" etc..
In fact with only a handful of exceptions the ’-d’ system was to remain 
unchallenged until 1956i
Pieterson in 1776 had sought in vain for a rule to help decide whether '-f 
or ’-d’ was needed in a given word; "De regel om te weten, welke Zelfstandige en 
welke By-voeglyke Naamwoorden eene D of eene T in hunne buiginge hebben, schynt 
niet gevonden te konnen worden. Immers hoe veele Spraakkonsten •er zyn, in 
geene van die wordt hy geleerd". He is presumably seeking a parallel to the 
rule that *-f’ remains 'f’ in inflexion after a short vowel, but always becomes 
’v' after a long vowel (cf."stof stoffen, hof hoven"). In his earlier 
Aanmerkingen he had commented in similar vein "dat tot nog toe niet beslist is, 
of men die woorden, naar hunne oorsprongelyke of volgens het meervoudige getal 
met D schryven mag", though most grammars agreed in rejecting the former (’-f). 
He gives an extensive list of further references to earlier grammars defending 
’-d' in support of his argument (p.24-5), It is fairly unusual,however, from 
this time to find doubt set upon the accepted '-d' system, as mentioned above.
The first of the handful of challengers of the ’-d' system was in 1769 
when Van der Palm tried to reintroduce the '-df spelling, arguing "dat de D, 
wegens hare zoetheit, de lettergreep in diergelyke woorden niet kan sluiten, en 
aen de andere zyde, dat het meervouwige toont dat men in het enkelvouwige geene 
D missen kan. Om derhalve aen de uitspraak en tevens aen den aert der woorden 
te voldoen, gebruiken (wy) DT beide. ... Doch de zaek is van geene groote 
aengelegenheit, als men zich zelven slechts altoos gelyk is" (p.13). He seems to 
have laid less store by his usage than by his grammar itself: in an article in 
the"Verhandelingen" of the Zeeuwse Maatschappij 1787 (p.293), discussing 
contemporary grammars, he modestly writes that "hiertoe kunnen wy aenpryzen die 
van K. van der Palm, welke de gemakelykste is die ik ken" Î
His is a lone voice however, and the first of the radical moves begins soon 
afterwards, in 1777, when Kluit wrote his Vertoog over de tegenwoordige spelling 
der Nederduitsche Taal. He seeks the regularity of the Middle Ages, especially 
inspired by his study of Melis Stoke. Most Middle Dutch words, he claims, ended 
in '-de' or '-te', so that there was no question of confusing the final letters.
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Only with the loss of the final '-e' did the final consonant sounds fall 
together. But he sees no reason at all for any doubt as to the real spelling: 
the difference between 'd' and 'f, he claims (p.31), is just as clear as that 
between 'f ' and 'v', 's’ and 'ch' and 'g', and as few have difficulty in
deciding which to choose of these, he cannot understand why there should be any 
problems with 'd' or 't'. And as to "noodt, handt, kwaadt",- they are as 
ridiculous as "wijvf, leevf, huizs, leezs", as Huydecoper had pointed out. He 
is critical of the letter's reasoning from "brood" to "brooden", and argues that 
"brood" should have a '-d' not so much because of the plural form, but rather as 
the shortened form of "broode". Differentiation of homonyms by means of '-d' and 
'-t' has no appeal to him, and he calls it "een taal-verderflijke en ongerijmde 
bedenking".
With a reference to a Latin parallel he then argues that a letter change 
from '-t' to '-de' is no more "ongerijmd" than "scribo - scriptura, lex - legis" 
etc.. Much as he would personally prefer the regularity of the Middle Dutch 
system '-t,-de' parallel to '-f,-ve; -s,-ze; -ch,-ge', he ruefully has to admit 
that "tegen een algeraeen gebruik, hoe kwaad ook, is het vergeefs te worstelen", 
and accepts the standard '-d' system. He points out, however, that to be 
consistent one should also spell "med" because of "mede", and "wand" because of 
"wend en'.'
The spelling "wand" does occur, but it is rare; "med" on the other hand is 
a common spelling, and is often also spelt "medt" by those who prefered the '-dt' 
system. Coornhert's Voorreden of 1568 and Jan van der Noot both use "medt", 
the Twe-spraack sometimes uses "midts" as does Simon Stevin, and Van der Ghucht 
uses "raids". Some users of "med" are Van der Weyden (I65I), probably copying 
Van Attevelt (l650,and 1682:"med 'd' moeten geendigd worden de woorden 'med, 
voord, terstond', omdat men zeyt 'mede, voorder, stonden' p.6), Van der Linden 
(1696) and Van Alkemade (1700). Chalmot still uses "raids" in 1798.
Kluit felt so strongly on this point that he also introduced similar
comments into his revision of Van Hoogstraten's list; "'t ware te wenschen dat
het gehoor van velen onzer tegenwoordige Taalkenners even zoo geslepen ware
omirent het verschil der klanken van de letters 'v' en 'f, 'g' en 'ch', voor 
al der 'd' en 't' (als omtrent dat der 's' en »z')"- entered under the letter C.
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An old question was revived in 1780 in the answers to a "prijsvraag" 
on school improvements offered by the Zeeland Scientific Society (published 
in 1782). One of the contributors, H.J. Krom expressed a desire to see an 
improved gprammar giving suitable linguistic guidance for school use. One 
way in which spelling was affected by this was his doubt on the choice between 
»-t' and '-d* in past participles, although by this date the matter was almost 
resolved. It is possible that he had met the use of *-t' in non-attributive 
participles ("De beesten zijn verjaagt" etc.) in older grammars, and these 
had raised the doubts in his mind: "Dat (het deelwoord) met een 'd', als een 
adjectivum of toevoeglyk woord gebruikt,(moet geschreven worden, spreekt 
vanzelf,...)... maar zoo klaar is het niet of ik moet schryven 'hy is bemint' 
met een 't', want in zulk een zin wordt nu het woordt onveranderlijk on 
onbuigbaar".
It would seem then that this distinction between the two uses of the past 
participle, by means of the spelling, was still alive in some quarters, though 
it is certainly not as common as earlier on in the century. A further reference 
to it is made in the introduction to the new fourth edition of Halma's dictionary 
in 1781 (the year after Krom's comment was written); "In de voorige uitgaven 
vind men dikwils een deelwoord tweemaal, alleen met een klein onderscheid in de ! 
spelling, als 'herbloeit' en 'herbloeid'; 'herbouwt' en 'herbouwd' e.z.v. 
waarvoor wij alleen het laatste, op zijne plants, behouden hebben, wijl zulke |
deelwoorden de 'd' tot eene sluitletter moeten hebben, om dat men in het 
vrouwlijke en meervoudige altijd zegt 'herbloeide, herbouwde' en niet 'herbloeite, 
herbouwte'". This had been true for example of the 1729 edition (see above).
Even in the Grondregels of the next century this usage, common in the %uth to 
a greater extent than in the North, was still being discussed: "zou men dan niet 
behooren te schryven: 'deezen knegt had zynen meester bemind, wy hebben dit kind 
geleerd'?", on the same grounds as '-d' in nouns (p.3). It is probable that 
this book, based largely on Bincken, is reacting to the letter's use of this 
system.
Little more dissention from the '-d' spelling was now heard for almost a 
century. Bilderdijk used "aart" (nature) to distinguish it from "aard"(earth),- 
even in inflexion such as "ontaartde"i Thijm keenly supported the 18th century
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spellings "iemant, niemant, sints" on the grounds that they were mot liable to 
inflexion (Wagenaar for one had used these forms in earlier years). And 
Balthazar Huydecoper Junior (a pseudonym) claimed that "De konkluzie uit 'honden' 
tot ’hond’ is even onjuist als om uit 'huizen' te besluiten tot de spelling 
’huiz’, uit ’dieven’ tot de spelling ’diev’", in his criticism of the spelling 
rules adopted by the W.N.T..
When the new science of phonetics arose, and with the improvements in 
historical linguistic methods, in the later years of the 19th century, it was 
only to be expected that someone would suggest its application to a new spelling 
system. This came first, and in its most radical form, in the pamphlet "Over 
uitspraak en spelling" by Prof. J.P.M.Land in 1870. Although he indulged in 
very detailed representations of the vowels (see chap.3), he did not think that 
the accepted Dutch sound-law,that only unvoiced consonants are heard at the end 
of a word, should be reflected in the spelling; "De onvermijdelijke 
klankwijziging die een woord aan ’t slot ondergaat zou men mogelijk (i) willen 
uitdrukken (even als de 17e eeuw 'broot* naast ’brooden’ schrijft)"; this is 
rather an unexpected laxity in his system.
Although the Kollewijn school was often accused of wanting a phonetic 
spelling, despite their equally frequent denials, the scrapping of the standard 
gelijkvormigheid spelling was not among their official demands. Of course some 
of the more radical members certainly wished it to be (see for example Van den 
Bosch’s comments in the next chapter), but the wish remained unofficial.
Hettema wished to use the "iemant, niemant, sints" spelling propagated by Thijm, 
but Huisman, in an attempt to moderate the radical claims of others, suggested 
dropping the Kollewijners' pleas for loan word spelling reform, yet added the 
much more controversial "zaak, die alsmede groote vereenvoudiging zou brengen,.*. 
de ’d’ en de ’dt’ op het einde der woorden. ... Voor de praktijk ware het 
wenschelijk, kortweg den regel te stellen: 'Men schrijft de 'd' (evenals de 'v' 
en de 'z') alleen aan het begin van een lettergreep', wat op hetzelfde neerkomt 
als: 'schrijf alleen een 'd', als ge een 'd' hoort'".
The official pollicy of the racv eraent however was not to jeopardise the 
cause by asking too much at once, following the worthy example of Ampzing who 
had feared "dat alle dese veranderingen niet wel te gelijk over de brugge en
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g Olid en willen". In their original Voorstellen they had actually proposed 
correcting the anomalous spelling "buskruit" to conform with "kruid", though 
they dropped this suggestion in 1895. One critic who did realise that they 
did not wish to adopt a phonetic spelling was Wille, though he was equally sure 
that once the progressives' demands were satisfied, the simplification of '-d' 
to '-t' would inevitably follow, in which history has proved him quite correcti 
The privilege of being the first since Land to suggest a radical new 
spelling, and the first since Moonen to plea for the abandonment of the 
gelijkvormigheid rule in this system, belongs to S.Rombouts with his pamphlet 
"Naar een betere spelling" in 1957. All his life a "principieel vereenvoudiger" 
(Van Ginneken), and supporter of the Kollevdjn proposals, he published his 
pamphlet in the midst of the disappointment and heavy criticism which surrounded 
the newly appeared "Woordenlijst". The latter had never questioned the rules 
covering the use of final consonants, and Rombouts clearly regarded the time as 
ripe for a new and radical proposal.
On page 36 of his tract he pleads for a parallel treatment with the letters 
'f/v' and 's/z'; "Wat voor v en f en voor z en s geldt, en al sinds eeuwen 
ge goIden heeft, moet nu ook voor b en p en voor d en t gaan gelden:
...a) graf, graven;... (similarly;-) a)hoet, hoeden; bet, bedden;...
b) gaaf, gave;... b)goet, goede; ront, ronde;...
c) ik geef, wij geven;hij gaf,... c) ik bit, wij bidden; jij bat,...
e) gelaaft,...gelaafde,... e) ... gedoot, behoet,... gedode,..."etc.
Later on (p.39) he continues that "alle voltooide deelworrden van zwakke
werkwoorden gaan voortaan uit op'#, geen enkel meer op 'd', zelfs niet 'gehat'.
Dit alweer volgens de grondregel van de spelling". He criticises the lack of
consistency in the ^present system, and claims that "Hier is orde in te scheppen
eenvoudig door de grondregel te volgen;... aan het eind van een woord staat
nooit *b','d', of 'g', evenmin als 'v' of 'z'. Waar we 't','ch' of 'p' horen , ;
gchri.iven we 't','ch' of 'p', waar we 'b','g' of 'd' horen, schrijven we ook 'b', i
'g' of 'd'". Although his proposals were not received unsympathetically, they '
were too radical for most since they affected a very great number of common
words and indicated a departure from a well-accepted (if not consistently applied) 
spelling rule.
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The reform plans of KlUck, the year before Rombouts, also included final 
'-t' spellings, but his system is far removed from the latte^s as it also 
involves comprehensive reform of the alphabet (see chap.19). As Romboutskiew 
of his suggestions it is possible that he received encouragement from them in 
his plea for '-t'«
In the same year as Klück, the Nederlands-Belgische comrnissie voor de 
spelling van de bastaardwoorden was set up to answer some of the criticisms 
and dissatisfaction expressed about the Woordenlijst spellings. Although it was 
also concerned with a number of possible changes in the spelling of native 
Dutch words, the replacement of *-d' by *-t' was not one of them. Its first 
"Rapport" finally appeared in 1967, 12 years later, but it was anticipated by 
4 years by the founding of the Vereniging voor Wetenschappelijke Spelling (WS), 
who were dissatisfied with the generally conservative views of the commission 
members as well as with the original Woordenlijst spelling. Under their leader 
Paardekooper they put forward proposals for a "doelmatiger spelling" (DS) just 
as radical as those of Rombouts. Their basic rule was simply "een klauk, een 
teken; Gebruik een VAST teken voor éen foneem, ... 'd‘ klinkt als *t* aan het 
eind van een woord en daarmee overeenkomende morfeem" (extract from their 
%ogramma" quoted by Hermkens p. 132). Thus "hoed" has the same final sound as 
"voet" so it should be spelled with *-t’, and similarly "Nederlant,Brabant" etc.. 
These pleas were echoed by Van de Velde and the later "Aksiegroep".
In 1969 a further government report appeared (due to dissatisfaction with 
the first one), optimistically (or suggestively?) entitled "Eindvoorstellen.. 
These too did not concern themselves with final *-d*, although they did discuss 
it. Their conclusions were not well received by the VWS and other radicals, as 
nothing new was proposed. For example the comments of the "Didactiek Gommissie 
vein de sectie Nederlands" (DGN) on the periodical "Levende Talen" wrote that 
"De comrnissie Pee-Wesselings heeft het werkwoord de analogieregel gedeeltelijk 
laten varen, de D.C.N. zou ook de gelijkvormigheidsregel overboord willen 
gooien. Dat impliceert dan ... dat het voltooid deelwoord altijd een 't' als 
uitgang krijgt ... zoo ook de 'participia praeverbalia''gebekt, gebaart, 
gemantelt';... dat in verband hiermee het foneem /T/ consequent met het teken 
’t’ gespeld wordt"(1970,p.486). This, and other "amendementen" given by them
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would in fact transform the Eindvoorstellen into the tenets of the W S !
Again the following year the chairman of the DON (j.de Vries) and the 
chairman of the "sectie Nederlands" (P.H,S.Batelaan) repeated their claims;
"We willen de regel der gelijkvormigheid ... verlaten voor het foneem /t/ aan 
het eind van woorden uit alle categorieen". This proposal to forsake the rule 
of gelijkvormigheid with *-d' in favour of the '-t* spelling received much 
publicity in the next few years giving the radicals great hopes for its 
eventual implementation, despite opposition from such as Mulisch (p.35,42,ff).
Hypercorrect spellings
It is often interesting to note the results when the application of a rule 
falls into the hands of one who does not fully understand the reasoning behind 
it. In the case of gelijkvormigheid this has often given rise to hypercorrect 
spellings, usually manifesting themselves in words ending with ’-d' when there 
is no cause for this. This case is distinct from such as "med" mentioned above, 
for here, although modern habit does not recognize it, there is a logical 
argument for its use, being a shortened form of "mede". Similarly many 
(e.g. Bilderdijk) argued the case for and against the spelling "andwoord", 
calling upon various etymologies. Hypercorrectisms on the other hand are 
incoraect or inappropriate applications of a rule, and although many of the 
instances are due to the negligence of a type-setter rather than the writer 
the point remains as valid,- it is the setter's reasoning now that it faulty 
not the writer's.
Hypercorrect '-d' spellings, caused by a user's thinking that '-d' should 
always be used at the end of a word for the sound /t/, are much more common than 
other hypercorrect final consonant spellings. The reason for this is that 
gelijkvormigheid only really applies to '-d' and '-t' words. Where a given 
user employs the '-v' system ("briev" etc.) it is conceivable that he would 
produce hypercorrect '-?' forms, though due to the very infrequency of '-v' 
spellings, incorrect '-v' forms are scarcely to be found. So few words end in 
’-ch' that there is little likelihood of hypercorrect use of 'g' in, for example, 
"lag, prag"("lachen, prachen"), and where these do occur they are probably part 
of a general 'g'-for-'cfe' system (see chaps 3 & 4). Hypercorrect '-z' spellings
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are unlikely to be found for the same reason as given for '-v*. In contrast to 
this,final '-d' and '-t* alternation forms such a familiar part of the Dutch 
spelling system that misapplication of the rule of gelijkvormigheid is a fairly 
common phenomenon in certain periods, notably the early 17th century when these 
rules were relatively new.
,Some apparent instances however are merely due to less obvious relationships, 
similar to "medimede" mentioned above. In this and similar categories can be 
included Jan de Witt's "regardt" (apparently pronounced with a final /t/), the 
very common spelling "vaard" or "vaardt". Van der Schuere's "Nederduydsch" 
calling upon "duyden", Gargon's "zad" (because of "verzadigen" and despite 
"zatte"), and the still current spelling "steeds". Personal names, despite their 
lack of inflected forms, are also often found with 'd', e.g. Erasmus has "Griedt" 
in a marginal gloss.
A special case is found for the word "abt"; here a final '-t' is used 
because of the plural "abten", though a great many writers were equally drawn 
to the use of 'd' in "abdij" and prefered the form "abd". Conversely the use 
of the •!* in "abt" has caused some to spell "abtdij" (cf Bilderdijk's "ontaartde" 
mentioned earlier). Concerning this form the WNT remarks that "Voorheen schreef 
men ook wel 'abtdij', als ware het woord gevorrad van 'abt' met een zekeren 
uitgang 'dij'". This does not fully account for the '-td-' spelling which is, 
as explained, formed for logical, though not fully accepted, reasons. As M T  
gives no examples of the "abtdij" spelling the phenomenon cannot be dated 
accurately, though one of the principle and most influential users was without 
doubt Wagenaar.
It isprobably to Wagenaar's usage that Zeydelaar, one of the few grammarians 
to comment on the spelling, is referring when he writes that "met 'b' schrijv' 
ik 'Abtdije, Abtdis'&c. Sommige laaten de 't' hiertiit In schrijven 'Abdije,
Abdis'. Het eerste korat mij nogtans beter voor: immers schrijvt men 'Abt'".
This '-td-' form is still found in the 19th century, e.g. in Tollens's "Nieuwe 
Gedichten" II (1856), in the poem "Avondraijmering" verse 19, despite Siegenbeek's 
opting for the "abdij" form. As no instances are given in Middle Dutch by 
Verwijs/Verdam, the '-td-' forms would seem to be restricted to the 18th and 
early 19th century. Des Roches is one of the few to record the forms in his
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dictionary; "Abdis, Abtdis; Abdy, Abtdy", The spelling "abd", with 'd' because 
of "abdij" can be found in Kilian, Lambrecht and, in the next century, in
Rodriguez. It is slightly unexpected in the latter, since he spells all other
'-d' words with ’-dt*.
The category of true hypercorrect gelijkvormigheid spellings on the other 
hand includes all those words with a final *-d’ (or ’-dt’) spelling, which have 
’t’ in the inflected forms. These are caused, as explained above, by a 
confusion with the new rule. With so many *-t’ words changing to ’-d’ (hoet: 
hoed, hant; hand, stat: stad) it can be seen that some might gain the 
impression that all final *-t’ spellings should become ’-d’. The same applies 
to the change from ’-t’ to ’-dt’.
Hypercorrect spellings with ’-d’ or ’-dt’ for ’-t’ are known over a great 
length of time, from Middle Dutch to at least the end of the 18th century. The 
texts compiled by Obreen and Van Loey include such examples as "groed, led, 
verlaed, saluudt" from a very early date. In the 15th century Boecius 
translation the collophon reads "gheprendt ...". De Castelein uses "verrodt", 
possibly for visual rhyme with "becrodt" (p.207), though the latter itself also 
comes from a ’-t-’ word (bekrotten = bekladden). He also has "tprofijd" which
may be a further visual rhyme with "tijd", or it may be in line with his verbal
spellings such as "gaad" (see chap.6). Meurier uses "badt" for "beter", and Van 
derWerve’s Schat, in the 1568 edition, has "ghesedt" in the introduction, where 
the 1559 edition has "geset".
The first grammar to comment on such forms is De Heuiter in 1581, including 
"mad, zad, voord" amongst words with ’-d’ which he would prefer to see spelt 
with ’-t’, though he applies the same rule to all ’-d’ spellings (see above).
Van der Sohuere later has a similar comment, including the word "wandt" for 
"want". Hypercorrect spellings of this type are common in the 17th century, 
though in the early decades they are mostly with ’-dt’, since ’-d* is itself 
not very common (see above). An entry to the poetry competition of the 
Landjuweel at Mechelen in May 1620 is entitled "Schadt-kiste der Philosophen 
en Poeten", Boetius à Boisvert has "kandt" on p.14 (by analogy with "landt,handt"), jt 
and De Ruyter has a very great number, including "vloodt, bonedt, gelgoodt, 
qnydt, staedt, profedt, grodt (= groot)".
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A rather extreme example is the spelling "hed" for "het" in the Dutch 
Scholemaster of 1637 (fol.AAv*). In 1649 Kok has the spelling "hoeghroodtheidt" 
on p.8, and Hillenius records "zadt" as the past tense of "zitten" in 1664.
It is not only minor or uneducated figures who showed such confusion in the 
face of the relatively new gelijkvormigheid spelling rules, Nil Volentibus 
record that they "zelfs eenen der voornaamste Dichteren onzer eeuwe (hebben) doen 
struikelen, zo dat hij ’wanten’, voor 'wanden* gezegt heeft" (p.5), though they 
respectfully do not identify the poet in question. Such internal misspellings 
are much less common.
With the increasing frequency of the '-d* spellings in the later decades of 
the 17th century the hypercorrect forms tended more to adopt an irregular ’-d’ 
instead of the more common irregular ’-dt' seen above. Luyken’s Duitse Lier of 
1671 includes the line; "Appelone zat ... In de schaauw der bomen, En streelde 
een Luyd" (Achtste verdeeling; Op het schoon zingen van Juffer Appelona 
Pijnbergs). The diminutive form "teekendje" is listed by Winschooten in his 
dictionary in 1684, and Sewel makes a comment on contemporary misspellings such 
as "schjDod, vlood" (see chap.6 with the comment on "komd"). In the next century
these hypercorrect forms can still be found. De Huybert for example using
"bruilofd" in De Dubbele Scbaking.
Towards the end of the 17th century there arose a few spellings which seem 
to be in the same category as those just mentioned, but which gained an extremely 
wide usage. These are the words "ooid, nooid, zederd" and to a lesser extent 
"ieds" and "led". "Ooid, nooid" are used by Van der Linden in 1696, and. "nooyd" 
is still in use by 0 van Haren in the middle of the next century; "ieds" is used
for example by Van Alkemade, and "zederd" is used, later in the century, by
Mestingh, Chalmot and others. Although no justification can be seen for ’-d’ in 
these words, such forms appear fairly regularly, unlike the hypercorrect 
spellings listed above.
It is an interesting implication of the comments given by such as Sewel, and 
later by Verpoorten (who mentions a contemporary tendency to use ’-dt’ in such as 
"volmaeckdt" ), that these hypercorrect forms must have been fairly common, and 
moreover that these grammarians did realise that the forms were caused by a 
"Misapplication or misunderstanding of the rules, and are not in the same category
i l l
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as mere misprints or accidental misspellings. It is this fact also which makes 
them of great interest to the orthographic historian.
Summary:
Middle Dutch period 
14th century 





1700 - 1725 
1770 -
1956
'-t* almost exclusively at first 
rise of ’-dt', and sporadic ’-d’
’-t’ or ’-dt’ used more or less consistently
’-dt’ and ’-t’ often used indiscriminately
’-d’ begins to gain ground in the North, but mixed ’-t’
and ’-dt’ predominate for a while; ’-dt' in the South
'-d' spelling now most common in the North, though ’-dt’
still frequent,
Moonen (later Nyloe) try to revive ’-t’.
’-t’ and ’-dt’ all but extinct in the North,
’-dt’ dies out in the South, replaced by ’-d’
’-t’ spelling resuscitated, gelijkvormigheid seriously 
questioned for the first time since Moonen.
North; Grammars:
(in the following list "grammars" includes usage in grammars, and dictionary 
entries)
’-d’ (often excluding ’-heit’)
Tweespraack, Van der Schuere. Van Gherwen, De Hubert, 
Ampzing, Plemp, Van Attevelt, Van der Weyden, Leupenius, 
Van den Ende, Nil Volentibus, Pels, Winschooten, Gargon, 
Sewel, Duikerius, Van der Linden, Kuyper, Hakvoord, Giron, 
Halma, Marin, Snids, Heugelenburg, Kramer, De Vin, Tuinman 
Ten Kate, Huydecoper, Gelliers, Cuno, Van Belle, Schütz, 
Van Rhyn, and all subsequent grammars except those listed 
below.
Van Santen (2nd edition). Starter, De Decker, La Croix,
Huygen. Van Yk, Leydekker, Pars, Van Alkemade, De Huybert, 
Van der Schelling, Langendijk, Burman, Van Haren, Pater, 
Mestingh, etc. etc.
Lambrecht; La Grue, Van Geesdalle, Grammaire plus exacte, 
Steven, Verpoorten, Pomey, Bincken, Grammaire pour 
apprendre, Snoeymes, Des Roches, Ballieu, and all later 
grammars except those listed below.
De Castelein, Bouvaert, common from later 18th century on.
Usage;











De Heuiter, Van Heule, Dafforne, Bible translators,Montanus, 
Hexham, Beyer, Niervaert (l676). Van Helderen, Moonen,
Nyloe (2nd ed.),Van Gaveren, Poeraet, Kluit, Van den Bosch, 
Huisman, KlUck, Rombouts, Van de Velde, VWS, Aksiegroep. 
Voorreden, Cats, Revius, Van Rusting, Van Hoogstraten,
Poot, Schermer.
Van der Werve, Meurier, Sexagius, De Zuttere 
Middle Dutch, Exercitium
Grammars; Grooten Vocabulaer, Rodriguez, Hexham (die),Kok,Nyloe(lst)
Usage; De Witt, Rotgans, Kempher, Van Eikelenberg, Boomkamp.
South: Grammars: Plantijn, Sasbout, Mellema, Binnart, Bolognino, Laconis,
Pielat, E.G.P.,Pomey (1st)
Usage; Middle Dutch, and many until late 18th century (eg Aerschot)
mixed usages (various extents):G.van der Scheuren,Kilian,Van der Gucht,Brune,
De Ruyter, Luyken, Hilarides, Verwer, Overschie(-d/t); Valcoogh,Roemer Visscher, 
Stevin,Coornhert,Van der Noot, Smyters,Van Engelen,Hooft,Vondel,Van der Venne, 
Coster,De Swaen,Bredero etc (-dt/t), and a great many others.
Ir-d’ with ’-t’ in verbal past partidples:
Leupenius, Kuyper, Verwer, Halma (some editions), Steven, Ten Kate, Verpoorten, 
Bincken, Janssens, Van Belleghem & Waterschoot.
This seems to have been a Southern phenomenon in later years.
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Chapter 6; '-d* in 2nd and 3rd person singular verb endings
Non d-stem verbs: '-d* in weak verbs
*-d‘ in strong verbs 
'-dt' in weak verbs 
'-dt' in strong verbs 
'-t' in strong and weak verbs 
»-d' stem verbs: Middle Dutch to c.l850:'-t'
»-d»
'-dt'
Post 1850 reform movements 
'-dt' in 3rd person singular of past tenses ending in '-d'.
It is particularly in the spelling of the 2nd and 3rd person singular verb 
endings in the present tense of weak verbs that the difference between analogy 
and gelijkvormigheid is apparent. A regular inflectional form such as "werpt" 
causes the notion that the "ending" is '-t', which thus, by analogy, is added 
to the stem in "leert" and "vindt". Where gelijkvormigheid is the underlying 
motivation however, this argument is of secondary importance, or ignored 
altogether, and the form used is "leerd, vind", because of the '-d-' in "leerden, 
vinden", thus forming a parallel with noun spellings such as "land, landen".
When analogy, together with the actual sound of the final consonant, is so 
powerful that it overrules gelijkvormigheid, such spellings as "vint, wort" 
occur, casting out the '-d* of the stem, and this time forming a parallel with 
the spellings "lant, landen". In "hij vindt" therefore, both analogy and 
gelijkvormigheid play a role, causing respectively the 't' and 'd'in the ending.
With those spellers who frequently or regularly use '-dt' in nouns, the 
'-d' for gelijkvormigheid, plus a "phonetic" '-t', similar forms can also occur 
in verbs: "hij speeldt". This is quite distinct from the use of '-dt' in "hij 
vindt", and is basically the same as "hij speeld" in motivation. The situation 
for verbs with '-d' in the stem ("vinden, raelden, redden" etc.) has often shown 
independence from the other verbal spellings, and will consequently be treated 
separately here.
There are thus three possible endings: '-d,-dt,-t'j and each will be 
discussed in turn, though it must be stressed that most of the discussion 
concerns usages, rather than extracts from rules given by grammars, as by far 
the majority of such works make no explanation for their system, and merely 
give the paradigms for various verbs, from which lists their motivations must 
he deduced.
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Non *-d' stem verbs: '-d' in weak verbs, e.g. "hij leerd".
The use if a gelijkvormigheid '-d' under the influence of the imperfect 
tense forms (e.g. "leerde"), has its origins in Middle Dutch, in all probability 
at the same time as the rise of '-d* spellings for nouns (around I400). The 
texts collected by Obreen and Van Loey include such forms as "hi beterd, toeghd, 
wond"(= woont), and similar forms can later be found in De Castelein: "kend, 
wild, behoardmen",- cf. "hij kende, wilde, behoorde". Other aspects of the 
latter's usage suggest that other factors are also at play here, as discussed 
below with reference to '-d' in strong verbs.
Lambrecht uses the same system as De Castelein, giving in his Nederlandsche 
Spellijnghe such forms as "dat kend God; pronuncieerd, behoard, leard, \d.ld".
The Voorreden of I568 by Coornhert sometimes has these forms (e.g. "omhelsd"), 
but usually prefers '-dt'. Neither of these works discuss verb forms, and it 
cannot be known if there was any defence of them in the lost work of Van der 
Gucht, who uses such forms as "betaemd" in other works. De Heuiter rejects this .-| 
system, but Spiegel uses them both in his Hertspieghel ("kend, vernield, leerd") 
and in the Twe-spraack: "Hoord met opmerking ..."(p.52) and "dies zoud'ick de 
'c'... bezighen ... daer de 'k' in gheklanck verdubbeld" (p.44).
The same usage continued in the 17th century: Van der Sc huer e uses it in 
his work of 1612 in "uytblld, volgd, begeird, behoord, behaegd" etc.. For him 
it falls into the same category as nouns with final '-d', where "alle woorden in 
D zullen eyndigen, die in D verlangen, als: ...'slaefd, zorgd,... ruymd,.., 
vierd', de welke in 't verlangen gesteId warden: ... 'slaefde, zorgde,... ruymde,
...vierden'"; he then rejects the use of '-t' in these words (p.l6ff). Thus 
"zorgd, zorgde" is the same as "woord, woorden", or even more noticeably the 
same as the participle "gezorgd, gezorgde".
Two literary users of the system at this time are Starter,- "Ick ... Bidde 
dat-ghy wild doen vloeyen mijn gedichte" (introduction "Tot de long-Frouwen van 
Friesland" in "Friesche Lusthof" 1621), and Valerius,- "Waer dat men sich al 
keerd of wend..." (I626). Such forms are also used in the grammars of Van 
Gherwen (1624) -"teId, leefd, leerd, belangd" - and Ampzing (l628). However the 
latter only applies this rule to the 3rd person form, the 2nd person singular 
retaining '-t': "So schrijf ik ook inde werk-woorden den derden persoon in't
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enkelvoudig getal vande verkondigende manière met eene 'd', om 'tgevolg van den 
eersten persoon in den onvolmaekten tijd, in die woorden die dat gevolg hebben: 
als 'hij leerd, ik leerde'; Maer den tweden persoon spelle ik ofte met eene 't', 
ende dat ofte ora't gevolg vanden tweden persoon in't veelvoudig getal: 'gy 
8toot, gy stootet': ofte als de 't' wel eygentlijk geen gevolg beduyd, maer 
slechts in beyde gevallen op 't eynde blijft, wordende het meervoud ghemaekt 
met byvoeginge van een 'e' voor de 't': 'gy leert, gy leeret'; ofte ook met eene 
'd', om't gevolg naer den aerd der woorden: 'gy arbeyd, gy arbeydet'". Thus if
the stem ends in '-d' or '-t' then the 2nd person singular ends in '-d' or '-t'
i
only, respectively, e.g. "gy arbeyd, stoot", and if the stem does not end in '-d' j 
or '-t' then the 2nd person singular takes '-t', e.g. "gy leert". He gives no 
reason why this relationship should override any influence from the imperfect 
tense, as happened with the 3rd person form "hy leerd".
Although he does not use them himself Van Heule does recognise the system.
When describing verbs "ban de eerst vervouginge" (1633,p.#4-5) he writes that 
"als men ook by 'Deel' stelt eene T ofte D . zo is het 'Deelt'" (my emphasis).
The comment is retained in Hexham and Beyer, both based on this work.
The same spelling is used by Plemp ("poogd, behoord" etc.), and the writer 
Stalpaert van der Wiele, for example in "St. Agnes Bruyloft" of 1635: "Stroyd 
roo Roos* en Lely-blaeu.,.". Not to be confused with this is a system mentioned 
by Kok who gives the principle parts of the lét conjugation as "Krabben, krabd, 
ghe-krabt,... deelen, deeld, ghe-deelt,... ik mind, du mindst, hy mind"(p.25,35). 
These '-d' forms are imperfect tenses, abbreviated from '-de', and have no 
connection with the identically spelt present tense forms under discussion here.
_ ^  In mid-century this system was still current and figures in Van den Ende' s
I ' Schatkamer of 1654 (see for^ examole the sentencg^guoted in chap.3), and is also 
fairly common in Luyken’s Duitse Lier of 1671, e.g. "hy speeld, gy spand, hy mind, 
vuld, rend, schuild, sweefd" etc., to be found especially in the poems "Paren 
doet baren" and "Onzuivere min". In his other poems the *-d' form is much less 
common than the regular *-t', and when using '-d' he does so for both 2nd and 
3rd person singular, unlike Ampzing,
Around this time a new edition of Gamphuysen's "Stichtelyke Rijmen" appeared 
(it was subject to frequent reprints), showing many changes from the spelling
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of earlier versions, though in all editions the system is far short of complete 
regularity. The 1647 and 1655 editions follow the '-t' system, but those of 
l675 and 1680 change to '-d', e.g. in the poem "Hoe ongelijken lot":
l647PSoo ghy *t besluyt om-keert 1675î"Zoô gy 't besluyt omkeerd
Vergeldings missen leert..." Vergeldings missen leerd..."
and in psalm 62: "*T Sy wat de wereld poogt" (l647),"’T Zy wat de wereld poogd"
(1675). This is a common feature of these later editions, and is important in
that it shows that this usage was not always due to blind copying from earlier
texts, but was still living.
A keen supporter of this usage amongst grammarians was Winschooten who, 
unlike Ampzing, extends it to the "gy"-forms. Having just spoken of spellings 
such as "goedt" he goes on to say that "diergelyke misslagen werden ook begaan 
met de T, en DT, te setten op het end van al sulke tijd-woorden, die na haare 
aard, en eigenschap, alleen een DE in den onvolmaakte tijd vereissen: wie sal 
sig ontsien (immers onkundige en sloffe mensen) te schrijven 'leert', of wel 
'leerdt', daar nogtans dat woord in de onvolmaakte tiid uitgedrukt werd met een 
D, als 'ik leerde'". Thus he spells also "volgd, verscheeld, verschild, behoord, 
schroorad" etc..
Literary users of this period include Heugelenburg in his Kort Bondige 
Rynen of 1682 (see also below), Katryne Lescailje in her poem to Antonides van 
der Goes in the letter's "Gedichten" of 1685 ("beweegd"), though Van Hoogstraten 
"corrected" such to '-t' ("beweegt") when he published her collected works in 
1730. Other users include La Croix in 1685, Leydekker (1692 and 1705), Duikerius 
both in his Schouburg of 1696 (e.g. "Braaijd, Draaijd, Kraaijd" p.11) and in his 
Voorbeeldzels 3 years earlier ("erlangd, volgd, keurd, leerd" etc.).
In the polemic of 1696-7 between Rabus and Van der Linden it is noteworthy 
that the letter's use of the '-d' system is not criticised, even though Rabus 
himself uses '-t'. He was certainly aware of his opponent's spelling, as can be 
seen when he quotes him (Bkzl. July l697,p.78):"'een God, die Alle Dag Toornd'", 
All Rabus has to say on this is a criticism of the way the last word was printed 
"als een edel gesteente met andere letters",i.e. in a different fount for 
emphasis. The '-d' forms must therefore have been so common that Rabus could 
accept them as normal without surprise or censure. Van der Linden himself was
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not so generous however, and wrote in his "Rabbelary" that "(alle) Woorden,die 
(Rabus) in de Tegenwoordige en Volmaakte Tijd, med een 't* Speld, moet by med 
een ‘d* Stuiteni om dat men in de Onvolmaakte Tijd een *d' heevt".
Several other books of the same decade also show this system: Van Yk's 
Scheepbouwkunst of 1697, and Van Alkemade's Melis Stoke edition of 1699 and his 
Munten of 1700, though the latter also has '-t' spellings. The latter is by 
the same printer as Van Yk's Scheepbouwkunst, though other books of Van 
Van Alkemade's from different printers have the '-d' forms, so that the 
adoption of this system could just as well be the choice of the author as of the 
printer. The Haagsche Mercurius, edited by H. Doedyns (1697-9) is a 
contemporary periodical with similar usage.
With the new century the system continued relatively unabated, despite the 
mute opposition of Nyloe and Moonen, neither of whom discuss the phenomenon, 
simply giving their own forms. It is however used in a grammar of 1700:y the 
Parallèle of Van Geesdalle (see the section on '-d' in strong verbs below), and 
likewise a little later by M.S. in 1712. Sewel mentions them in his Spraakkonst 
of 1708: "in woorden waarin geen D korat ... is het ten hoogste wanschikkelyk 
eene D in den Tegenwoordigen tyd te brengen, alhoewel veele zich niet ontzien te 
schryven ... 'bemind ... vermoord ... vervolgd ... schuyld ... meend ... blyfd 
... schynd'".
Many writers in the early years of the century used this system, including 
Pars in his Index Batavicus of 1701 (waagd, woond, verhaald, etc.), Klaas Najer 
(beleevd, believd, etc.), and Smids, both in his Schatkamer of 1711 ("vertoond" j
p.4, "hoord" in the closing poem) and in his dedicatory poem to K.J. de With's 
Getrouwe Herderin of 1719, who uses '-t' herself, suggesting that '-d' was 
Smids's personal preference. Van Eikelenberg's Westvriesland of 1714 has many 
*-d' forms, especially in the poem attached to the title-print (vald, poogd, 
verzeld, leerd, legd...), and Kempher uses '-d' in his translation of Prudentius 
in 1712, although in his dedicatory poem to Van Eikelenberg's book he uses '-dt'
(see below).
Two greimmars appeared in the second decade of the century using this system: 
Heugelenburg in 1719 (1st edition 1714) criticises those who use '-dt' and 
himself has such spellings as "behoord, diend, spoord". The other grammar is
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that of De Vin in 1716, though he does not discuss the various usages. Examples 
from his work include "veranderd, reisd, zegd, leerd, wild". Two years later 
this system can be found in Ferdinad boys's "Den Nieuwen Spiegel der Jonckheydt", 
a Southern school book whose first edition was in the previous century,- "hy 
diend maar om t'onderwyzen.etc.; this usage was thus not restricted entirely 
to the North.
In 1722 opposition to this system came from Tuinman: "Alleen die 
(werkwoorden), welker wortelletter een 'd' is, moeten met een 'd' besluiten, B.v. '!
'hy leid, hy ryd' enz. van 'leiden, ryden', enz. maar geen andere. Dus mag men |
' I
niet schryven 'gy bemind, hy begeerd'" (Oud en Nieuw... No.106), He did not f
■ I
feel that the 'd' in "leerde" belonged to the word in the same way as in "ryden". j
Such opposition did not have immediate effect however, and the '-d' forms l;
continue to be common, being used for example by the playwrights Goeree, P.V,
)
Haps, G.Tysens, P.de Morand and others; specifically - Haps in "Sophonisba" 1714, !
Tysens in "Klearchus" 1727, De Morand in "Childerik" 1738, and an anonymous 
play "Brittannicus" modelled on Racine, in 1729. It is significant that although 
these plays have more or less identical spellings, they each have different 
publishers (and printers?), suggesting that the forms were far from restricted 
in acceptability or application.
Goeree, in the dedication to "Alcander" from earlier in the century (1707), 
felt little sympathy with the often violent arguments about spelling. Speaking 
of one of his characters he writes "Ik heb zyn taal vervormd, hy spreekt nu 
naar de kunst,/ Den Zangberg toegewyd: ja durft ten Schouwburg treeden:/ Dog wat 
bezwaard van tong, en met beschroomde schreden,/ Voor 't neetelige volk, zo 
vrugtbaar in onze eeuw,/ Dat, om een Letterfeil, met haatelyk geschreeuw,/ Hem 
vallen zal op't lyf, als of een stad wou zinken;/ Hier zal een 'De', of 'Den', 
niet wel in d'ooren klinken;/ Daar zal de Spelkonst niet geschroeid zyn op de 
leest/ Van hun gefronst verstand, en kibbelende geest". There is actually 
nothing unusual about his usage, except perhaps for some this use of '-d'.
In the second quarter of this century the same system continues to be quite 
common. Apart from the playwrights included above, it is used by Van Steyn in 
his mathematical periodical, and by the prominent literary figure Onno van Haren,
In "Willem I" for example he writes "Het hoog» en natte Veen .../ Is nog een
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diep moeras, het geen den Vyand keerd/ En een veel heeter Zon, en drooger tyd 
begeerd". This may be one way in which he "zondig(t) ...telkens tegen de 
conventionele vormen in spelling" (De Vooys, Schets p.60), but it is hardly 
uncommon or restricted to him. Van der Schelling uses identical forms in his 
works of 1727 and 1746, possibly in emulation of his father in law Van Alkemade, 
though it may also be a printer's spelling since other books from the same firm 
(Ph.Losel) also show '-d' spellings.
In the middle years df the 18th century several grammars discuss this way 
of spelling verb forms, though not all of them adopt it. Nor do those who did 
use it always give their reasons for doing so. Hakvoord and Gelliers, in 
contemporary editions, fall under the latter heading, but Van Belle (1743) is 
one of the former: "Het zou reegelmaatigst weezen, dat men die, welker voorleeden 
Tyd, onder de gelijkvloeijende, noodwendig eene D vereisen, ook in den 
teegenwoordigen Tyd enz. met een D, in plaats van T, aan 't einde spelde, als: 
van 'vermaanen','gy, hy gyl. vermaand', enz, schoon ik zelf, om 's 
teegenwoordigen gebruikswille, tot die heele, of ligt maar halve, nieuwigheid 
nog niet kan overgaan". He therefore regards '-t* as the most common form at 
that time, which indeed it was, but it is hardly accurate of him to call the 
system even a "halve nieuwigheid" I Spellings of this tj^ pe do not occur in this 
work of his, as he spys, though in his later Schets (1755) they are normal for 
the first six pages:speld, behoord" etc., but thereafter are replaced entirely 
by *-t'. He does not discuss '-d' spellings in the Schets,
Grammars written for foreigners learning Dutch reflect this contemporary 
usage. La Grue/Sewel (1716) has occasional irregular instances of '-d', which 
are faithfully copied by Cuno in 1741. The Nouvelle Methode and the Spraakwyze 
of Marin list in the paradigms "gy hy ontfangd, wand eld" in the 15 th edition in 
1751, and his dictionary includes such phrases as "Hy trouwd een ryke Hout- 
koopster.. listed under "Houtkoper", In later editions of his grammar, e.g. 
that of 1767, most paradigms are changed to '-t', though the conversations in 
the second half of the book still show occasional ’-d’ forms even in the edition 
of 1800, for example "Wat noemd men Repartitie?"; isolated *-d' forms persist 
in the grammar, such as "gij hij schilderd" on p.97. La Grue/Sewel shows a 
similar anomaly where in later editions *-d' wa^ eliminated from the text of the
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grammar but survived in the "Samenspraaken".
Halma's grammar (3rd edition 1787) shows a similar usage to that of Marin, 
e.g. "gy hy bewaerd" on p.47, and indeed there are a great number of other 
similarities between these two books, not only in spelling but also in the 
layout and content, with extensive passages being almost identical. This is 
true to a large extent also of their dictionaries, and influence from the one 
on the other is certain. Marin's works were the more widely used, or at least 
had the most reprints. His dictionary may have been preferred to that of 
Halma by virtue of it giving Dutch-Dutch definitions as well as Dutch-French; 
his spelling system would therefore have a wider impact on the reading public.
Other grammars using this system in mid-century are Sinkel, Van Rhyn, 
Schütz, and the anonymous "Kern". The "Kunst..." grammar of 1770 knew and 
rejected the usage: "De 'd' niet maer de 't' gebruiken wij in de tweeden en 
derden persoon des enkelvouds".
Zeydelaar too was at first opposed to this system, preferring '-t', though 
his defence is far from clear: "de twéde en dérde persoon dés ènkelvouwds en de 
twéde pérsoon dés meêrvouwds dér wérkwoorden, wier eerste pérsoonen in 'n' of 
'r' uitgaan, moeten met 't' geslooten worden" (p.113), giving "gij, hij bemint, 
verkeert, verzint, leert" etc.. This would suggest that all those verbs whose 
stem ended in something other than 'n' or 'r' should have '-d', yet such forms 
are not frequently found in his book. Furthermore on the few occasions where 
they do occur they are also found for verbs whose stem ends in 'n' or 'r', e.g. 
"ontkend" on p.105, "gij keurd" p.10. It would seem then that his intention is 
to use '-t' in all verbs, but his formulation of the rule is at fault.
In his "Vervolg" of 1772 however, he revises his opinions, and now feels 
attracted to the '-d' spelling: "Hierdoor zoude de régelmaatigheid nog meêr 
bevordert worden. ... Liefst egter houde ik mij, en zal men wel doen, zig te 
houden, aan de Spll en Schrijvwijse, door mij op het voetspoor van voornaarae 
Taalkenneren in mijne SPELKONST geleerd".
Ballieu, also writing in 1772, uses "leerd, noemd" etc., though his 
Byvoegsel of 1792 uses '-t'. Again in the same year Elizabeth Wolff's poem 
"De Menuet en de Dominées Pruik" includes such forms as "straald, groeid, 
gloeid, behoord", showing that the system was still in practical use outside
|!|[
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the pages of grammars• In the next two years two Southern grammars were also 
to use this system, those of Van Belleghem & Waterschoot (1773) and of Boterdael 
in 1774. The former more frequently uses ’-t' however. The Northern "Nuttig 
en Noodig speldboekje" of 1775 similarly has this system ("speld" etc.).
Janssens abides by the '-t* system in his Spelkonste of 1775, but in his 
later Grammar of the Dutch language, for English readers, he writes: "the third 
person singular in the present of the indicative takes ... 'd' or 't'" (my 
emphasis), though he seems no longer to show any preference for the '-t* as the 
book uses only *-d' forms: "groeyd, kraeyd, bemind, regend, behoefd, betaamé" 
etc.. No paradigms as such are given in the editions of 1792 and 1798, but 
those in the revised "Practical Grammar" (1803) give *-d* for the 2nd and 3rd 
persons singular and 2nd person plural.
It is probable that Janssens was influenced here by Halma, as in the 
English works he writes: "Ik heb Halma's spelling gevolgd, vanden jaare 1791, 
deweIke d'eenigste is, aanvaard by de beste hedendaagsche schrijveren". The 
use of '-d' may be part of this. No work of Halma's dating from 1791 has been 
traced however, - it may be a late print of his dictionary or of his grammar.
It may also be a misprint for "1719" the date of the first edition of Halma's 
Dutch-French dictionary, though the entry "1791" is not corrected in the later 
editions of Janssens. Alternatively he may have meant a dictionary based on 
Halma, such as that of Winkelman, considering it essentially a continuation of 
the former's work. This latter supposition Is born out by a review of Janssen's 
own dictionary in the Monthly Review (vol. 15,217) in 1808, where the reviewer
[ I
writes that he had "some assistance from the Woorden boek der Nederduitsche en i'*
Fransche Yaalen (sic) of Francis Halma ... and still more from the Large ;
Low-Dutch and English Dictionary of 1791, which has Halma's collection of words y
for its basis" (this reviewer incidentally is dubious about the merits of any '
j
Dutch dictionary,- "It is surely more desirable that the Low-Dutch should sink !■
into a provincial jargon, and gradually disappear, than that it should be polished | 
into a classical language"1). This latter work has also not been traced. I
I
Another dictionary at the end of this century to use '-d' is Wilcocke, ;p
departing from the usage found in his model Sewel (e.g. "kend" on p.xiv). Earlier '
on the same system is used by Des Pepliers in 1777, and by Brender k Brandis in
243. !
his Kabinet (1781-86). j
Even in the 18th century this system was by no means dead. One of the most 
persistent examples is in the verb forms "leyd, zeyd", formed on the past tense 
forms "leyden, zeyden". Von Moerbeek in his Sprachlehre (1804) has ’-d’ only in 
"zegd" (p.195), but had earlier referred to such a usage in his revision of 
Kramer’s grammar in 1774* When discussing the use of the letter 'Y ’ he mentions 
its occurrence in "leyd, zeyd' &c anstatt ‘legt, zegt'&c" (p.ll9)« It is not 
made clear why "zegt" needs *-t’ but "zeyd" can have ’-d*, for, as mentioned 
above, he uses "zegd" in his own work. It is clear however that he feels "zegt, 
legt" to be the normal forms, and this is born out by other usage in the book.
Van Daele became the last to actively encourage the use of ’-d’ when he 
wrote that "Den grooten regel ... is desen: dat alle woorden, de welke éniger 
wyse verlangd wordende in de laetste lettergrep eene 'd* noodsaekelyk 
vereysschen, de ’d ’ behouden niet verlangd synde, en vervolgens met *d’ eyndigen"
(No.28/9)o This rule also covers nouns, participles and '-d* stem verbs.
An extremely late instance of this spelling is to be seen in the grammar by j| 
Van Hasendonck, printed in London in 1814, 1823,- w€.l after the introduction of 
the S%enbeek system in the North. It is possible that his Southern education 
at the University of ^euven, in rejecting the Siegenbeek system, encouraged this 
usage in his book. He only actually discusses ’-d’ stem and ’-t’ stem verbs 
("vinden, groeten"), but uses ’-d’ regularly in all relevant weak verbs, such as 
"zy wandeld, de jongen speeld, Pieter woond in Amsterdam, hij zeild in de Theems,
het lezen verheugd den geest, het regend, hageld, sneeuwd, dooid, blixemd, waaid"
etc.. That this was still a living system for the writer (/printer?) is shown 
by the fact that several of these examples are in phrases added in the second 
edition, not being present in the 1814 edition. On the other hand many ’-d’ 
forms in the first editions became ’-t' in the second edition.
Just how much this system was still current in the South is difficult to 
say; if it were not common then English users of Van Hasendonck's grammar would 
certainly have had a mixed reception in the Netherlands, especially, in this 
respect, since the 1814 edition consulted bears the imprint of the British 
Foreign Office I It may hot be without significance that Wilcocke’s dictionary 




have other elements in common also, see for example "lachgen" in chap.4* In 
this light it is possible that the isolated occurence of such a form in a letter 
by J F Willems ("vergund" in letter No.124 of "Brieven"), is intentional, though 
the writer does not normally use such forms. It could just as easily be an 
error or a slip of the pen. Behaegel certainly still knew of such forms in 
1817: "Schryft niet 'hy leefD heden nog', enz.; schoon men zegt 'zy leefDen nog 
over eenige dagen'" (II.337).
After the introduction of the Siegenbeek system in the North, and of the 
Commission system in the South, the system involving the use of '-d' died out, 
though it had been moribund since the latter half of the previous century.
Non '-d' stem verbs: '-d' in strong verbs, e.g. "hij neemd".
In view of the arguments put forward by various grammarians mentioned in 
the previous section to the effect that "leerd" was used because of the past 
tense form "leerde", it would seem illogical to find them using a '-d' spelling 
in strong verbs. However this argument was not the only reason for using a 
'-d' system, as the very occurrence of such forms as "gaad, schijnd, vliegd" 
shows.
Even in Middle Dutch such forms can be found, "staed" for example in the 
texts published by Obreen & Van Loey, and "sijnghd, crijghd, vaerd, comd, doed, 
ontvlieghd, ghy songhd" in De Castelein. And in these examples, especially 
the last, is the clue. Here there can be no call on either analogy or 
gelijkvormigheid, neither of which could explain '-d' in "ghy songhd", but 
rather a call upon phonetics: whenever the inflexional '-t' followed a voiced 
sound, be it a vowel or a voiced consonant, it was spelt '-d'. Since this is 
found to be quite regularly so, there must have been some trace of voicing in 
the final consonants, otherwise there would be no tendency to reflect it in 
this way in the spelling. In such other forms as "schrijfd" the 'f may have 
represented /v/, just as it still does in "leefde", and this form may have 
caused the anomalous "besefd"; both "schrijfd" and "besefd" can be found in 
De Castelein p.88.
Support for this theory, is the parallel spelling of the proclitic neuter 
article. Normally spelt 't-' before an unvoiced consonant, it is very often
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found spelt ’d-‘ before voiced consonants, l^egardless thus of any demands of 
gr^ammar or analogy. Examples include "dleven, ind duutsch land" in De Castelein, 
and "dword" in the Boecius translation.
It is thus possible, though uncommon, that a strong verb whose stem ends 
in a voiced consonant or vowel can be found with '-dl. Very rarely indeed is 
’-d* found after an unvoiced consonant, as in the case of "besefd" mentioned 
above, and of "werpd" in Obreen & Van Loey. These forms are probably due to 
analogy with the more regular '-d' forms,- the feeling that ’-d’ represented 
/t/ in any word, or even that '-d* was the normal verb ending,- or as a 
hypercorrectism (cf hypercorrect ’-d’ in nouns in chapter 5). This system with 
’-d’ in strong verbs is actually very closely related to that with *-d’ in weak 
verbs, for whereas the usual argument given was that *-d’ was used because of 
’-de* in the imperfect, this is in itself the same phonetic rule, since *-de* 
is only used in the imperfect after a voiced consonant. It is possible that 
the formulation of the "leerde:leerd" rule was a case of ’hineininterpretierung*: 
given the presence of the form "leerd" some grammarians deduced that it was due 
to "leerde". Certainly no grammar ever defended the use of ’-d* in strong verbs 
until a very late date, nor formulated a rule which would allow their use.
The first to formulate this rule for weak verbs was Van der 8chuere, but the 
forms, in both weak and strong verbs, predate his book by over 150 years. The 
result of the formulation of the accepted rule was that as the strong verbs had 
no fcrms with ’-de’ to give support, the use of ’-d’ in their present tense 
died out fairly quitckly.
The earliest grammarian to use this spelling was Lambrecht in his 
Nederlandsche Spellijnghe; alongside the wak verbs "kend, behoard; maact" are 
the strong verbs "comd, gaad, slaad: crijght, vraaght"-tambrecht evidently 
regards the ’gh’ as unvoiced. De Castelein on the other hand had spelt "vlieghd", 
implying voicing, and Van der Ghucht uses similar forms such as "ghij mueghd".
Even Van der Schuere uses these forms, despite his rule given earlier that ’-d’ 
should be used "daermen (d) in ’t verlangen steld". Thus he uses "begind, vald" 
(p.29,26), and on p.16 deliberately uses such a form when he writes that **achter 
de klank-Letteren laet (de d) noch wel voor haer kommen de me-klank-Letteren 
'^ ‘>g>l>ro,n,r’ als: ’’thoofd, buygd,..”’. He does not, however, use ’-d’ after
246.
vowels ("staet, doet'*) or in "komt" which regularly has '-t*. This latter 
probably indicated a pronunciation with an intrusive /p/, often spelt "kompt"; 
a spelling "komd" conversely probably precludes such a pronunciation.
This system continued in use, albeit limited, for several decades:"begind" 
can be found in Starter’s ’’Inleydingh tot vreughd en gesang" 1.37,- ’’Waerom 
begind ghy maeghden n i e t . a l t h o u g h  two lines later he uses the more normal 
’begint". The same example is also to be found in Van Gherwen, and both writers 
use other forms such as "betoond, belangd’’. Although by its very nature the 
’-d’ system is only found amongst those writers who use ’-d’ in weak verbs, the 
converse does not hold, and many users of ’-d’ in weak verbs did not use ’-d’ in 
strong verbs. There are also those who used ’-d’ after voiced consonants in 
strong verbs, but not after vowels. Plemp is like Van der Schuere in this 
respect, and both differ from Lambrecht and De Castelein; examples from his 
work include "dringd, slaet". Krul (I640) also uses ’-d’ in such as ”gaed".
Later in the century this usage is not at all as common as earlier, though 
even then it was a minority system. Nor is it as common as the weak verb ’-d’ 
spelling (see above). This may be due to a fairly large extent to the 
acceptance of Van der Schuere’s formulation of the rule, with its implicit 
restriction to weak verbs. "Schynd" can be found in Plemp and, probably as a 
setter’s spelling,in Pels’s Voorreden of 1677. In a few works these forms are 
more standard: Heugelenburg uses ’’brengd’* in his poems of 16&2, and Katheryne 
Le sc ail je uses ’’doed’ in the dedicatory poem of 168$, quoted in chapter 2 above. 
The ’-d’ in ’’doed’’ could also be influenced by ’’deden’’ via ’’deed”, though such 
a call on gelijkvormigheid seems remote; ”ziet” however she spells with ’-t’, so 
that this influence cannot be ruled out.
This system is found rigorously applied by ^^uikerius, both in his 
Voorbeeldzels of 1693 and in his Schouburgh of 1696. In the former can be 
found "dryfd, geefd, komd, staad”, and even ”gij hebd” (p.456), and the yet 
more extreme form seen in ’’Weeted Myn Heere dat wy beide breeders zyn?” (p.576); 
in the latter work are such as ’brengd, schrijfd” (p.33). Leydekker has much 
the same usage: in his ’Synode” of 1705 can be found ’’doed, bedriegd, gy saagd” 
(the latter on p.24l), and similarly in his ’’Philosophisen Duyvel” of 1692, 
including an example similar to Duikedus’s, namely ”UE hebd”; this is possibly
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a relatively common spelling,- see the section on '-dt* below.
Criticism of such spellings came in 1691 from Sewel, who put them on a par 
with the hypercorrect forms such as "school" for "schoot" (see chap.5)• In his 
grammar of 1708 he more accurately puts it together with "hemind" etc.. His 
condemnation of such did not have complete success however, and the fdrms can 
still be found. Van Yk spells "drijvd, schijnd, geevd" in 1697, though "heeft”
has ’-t* since it had no related form with '-v-'. The spelling +"heefd" or
+"heevd" has not in fact been seen in any of these writers, though "leevd, geevd"
and even "hoovd" are not rare.
Van Alkemade's spelling system in his Munten, which shares many features 
with that of Van Yk (and is from the same printer, see chap.7), does not use 
'-dl, but they are to be found in his edition of Melis Stoke (from a different 
printer),- "schijid" alongside "streefd". Pars too, again with many similarities 
to the usage of Van Alkeraade and Van Yk (chaps.7,11,13), uses "geevd, schijnd" 
(but "heeft, gaat") in his Index Batavicus of 1701. The friend of Pars and son- 
in-law of Van Aikemade P. van der Schelling, uses similar forms, though his 
writings appear much later, e.g. "schynd" in the Tiendregt of 1727, alongside 
"geevt" with '-t*.
Although, as noted above, this form when used in Middle Dutch may be 
considered analogous to the use of *d-’ as a variant of the neuter definite 
article, the phonetic spellings "schijnd, begind, vald" etc. survived to a very 
much later date, as the force of analogy had already caused the article to be 
consistently spelt ' t-’ in all cases by the beginning of the 17th century. The 
’-d’ in strong verbs was to continue for much longer yet, and lasted almost as
long as ’-d’ in weale verbs, though by no means all users of the latter system
used these forms. For the reasons stated earlier it would be most accurate to 
regard the use of *-d' in strong verbs and that in weak verbs as the same 
phenomenon.
One of the only two grammarians of the 18th century to apply this phonetic
spelling was Adriaan de Vin in 1716, who based his usage "meest op de klank en
^itspraak der woorden". This leads him to use "blijvd, schrijvd, vergeevd, 
draagd, neemd", alongside "grijpt, leest^-after an unvoiced consonant *-t* is 
required.
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But much more significant is the possibly unique comment from Van Geesdalle
in 1700: "Den tweeden persoon ... maekt sich ook van t'Oneyndig met te veranderen
’en’ in ’d ’ oft in ’t’. In ’t’ indien de consonans voren de ’en’ van t’Oneyndig, 
is ’ch, ff, k, sch, p ’ oft ’ff’ (= ’ss')... Maer in ’d ’, als het eenige andere 
letter is" (p.191), covering such as "wandeld, praemd, leesd, veranderd". He 
uses ’d ’ after the single ’f ’ and ’s’(cf. "leesd" above and his specification of 
double ’ff,ss’ before 't'): "men vind noyt ’v ’ an t’eynder der woorden in het 
Vlaerasch ... van ’Leven, schrijven, blijven, loven' maekt-men ’Leefd, schrijfd, 
blijfd, loofd”’. There is no mention of the arguiaent that ’d ’ is used because of 
the imperfect tense form, as this would clearly not cover what Van Geesdalle
considers the correct forms.
After Van Geesdalle and De Vin such spellings get progressively more rare.
They figure without explanation in Marin (see "gy ontfangd" above). Zeydelaar 
had encountered them, and disapproved of them in his Vervolg, 1772 p.168, where J
he refers to the"ridiculous" spelling "doed" in an earlier translation of John ■
Bell’s travel tales. An isolated example can also be found in Wolff & Deken, in |
the work mentioned above: "Elk vliegd op Tirsis wenk", alongside "straald, |
f
gloeid; verschynt, beveelt" etc.. I
1One of the last occurrences of ’-d' in strong verbs is in the grammar of |
■ I
Janson (Janssens) in 1792, e.g. "gy, hy vaerd, het vriesd, hy schryfd, verdwynd".
He, however, did not do this on merely phonetic grounds, but had his own reasons* 
Following the example set by Verpoorten, who had proposed replacing all strong 
verbs by a system of regular weak forms, he gives past tenses with ’-de/-te’ for 
nearly all strong verbs: "As the irregularities of the Dutch verbs only fall |
upon the past tenses and participles passive, all other tenses being regular,,..
I have only given those tenses". He now gives a detailed list, giving for each 
verb weak and strong forms, and sometimes also variants of the strong form, 
including the following: "ontfangde, vangde, hangde, druipte, kruipte, buigde, 
bekyfde, dryfde, schryfde, verkrygde, kykte, derfde, loopte/liep, hoopte/hiep, 
beginde, drinkte, zingde, bedriegde, vliegde, geefde, denkte" etc.; only for 
"gaan, slaan, staan, koomen, spreken, lacchen" and the auxiliaries does he give 
no weak form (he gives only "ik loeg"l). Thus as far as his system was concerned 
all these verbs were, or could be, weak, and could thus conform with his weak
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verb spelling with ’-dl.
And here there may be a clue to some at least of the anomalous usages noted 
above, especially where ’-d’ was only used in a single instance in a strong verb 
(e.g. in Wolff & Deken), for many of the abnormal forms listed by Janson, both 
his weak forms for strong verbs, and the many variants of strong imperfect 
tenses, e.g. "ving, vong", do occur in certain dialects. It is possible that 
Janson was also trying to give a complete list of all the variants which the 
traveller, using his grammar, might encounter and thus be able to recognise.
(It is ppen to doubt however if he was wise in presenting such a complicated 
picture of the Dutch language to English readers just embarking upon their 
studies I)
Most of these abnormal imperfect tense forms are the result of analogising 
tendencies, as happens in all languages, especially in less educated circles 
where the term "irregular verb" may well be unheard of (n.b. this does not 
imply that such forms are intrinsically inferior, - a great many become 
standard, cf. "dolf/delfde, joeg/jaagde, molk/melkte", English "dived"/American 
"dove" etc.). The existence of a less-normal weak imperfect tense form may 
have caused some of the instances of *-d’ in normally strong verbs mentioned 
above, just as it did for Janson, though by no means all can be explained in 
this way, and phone tin motivation, as formulated by Van Geesdalle, must be basic.
For example the isolated "vliegd" in Wolff & Deken corresponds to "vliegde" 
listed by Janson, and the WNT comments that "een zwakke vervoeging, die eenmaal 
is aangetroffen (Ribadeneira & Ros^^de. Gen, Legende (I665 5th edition)) moet 
wel als een anomalie beschouwd worden". It seems possible that rather than being 
an isolated anomaly, a weak conjugation was merely avoided in written works, but 
continued in oral use; it may then have been known to the setters of Wolff & 
Deken’s poem. The fact that Janson lists "vliegde" does not of itself imply 
that he had ever seen such a form, but neither does it rule this out.
Other verbs too have (had) less common weak forms: "De zwakke vervoeging 
(van schijnen), die in het Mnd(uits) niet zeldzaam is, is in het Mnl(ands) 
slechts zeer zelden ... gevonden" (Verwijs/Verdam). Examples are then given 
from Middle Dutch, and the WNT supplies further instances, both of "schijnde" 
and "schijnd" from the 16th century. "Dringen" has been known in a weak form as
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a causative: "Wach hem, die in hem nooyt dringde dleven". For the verb form 
"begind" the alternative past tense "begonde" may have caused the '-d'; 
"verdwijnde, bedriegde" are both kno^ /Ui in Middle Dutch (Gest.Rom.4d, & "Ned. 
froza" ed. Van Vloten, No.32 respectively), and "vaerde" in known in 
Parthonopeus, in Plantijn, and also in modern dialects, notably West Flemish 
(cf, a dialect piece containing this form in the Ned. Spectator 9.10,1733), - 
see W.N.T, and Verwijs/Verdam. Van Helten records "blijcte, verdwijnde, scijnde, 
stijchde, strijdde" et al., and such forms as "buigde", common in the 15th and 
l6th centuries, are discussed by Lubach in his work on 16th century verb forms 
(e.g. §10). The"Grammaire plus exacte" of 1701 gives "blaesde, slaepte". None 
of these existing forms however, can explain on their own the consistent use of 
’-d* in strong verbs ending in a voiced consonant by writers who show no 
tendency to use such analogically produced wak imperfect tense forms, though 
occasionally this influence may wll account for some of the forms found.
It must be noted also that the references above to a "voiced consonant" do 
not apply solely to the spelling, but also to the pronunciation; this explains 
the use of ’-d’ after *-f’ or ’-s’, as in "schrijfd, drijfd, leesd, vriesd", 
where the spelling is influenced by the unwillingness to put ’v ’ or ’z’ at the 
end of a syllable (see chap.7 & 11). These examples cannot then be counted, as 
true instances of ’-d’ after unvoiced consonants, as was the case with "werpd" 
mentioned earlier. It is also possible that the longer forms "gevet, lezet" may 
have played a part in this use of ’-d’, in emphasising the voiced quality of 
the consonant.
Non ’-d’ stem verbs: ’-dt’ in weak verbs, e.g. "hij leerdt".
The use of ’-dt’ in these cases is exactly analogous to the use of ’-d’ 
described above, except that the writer in question adds the phonetic ’-t’, just 
as occurred in nouns, e.g. "hand/handt". This is less common after the mid 
17th century, as the ’-dt’ noun spelling also died out.
In Middle Dutch such forms as "hantierdt, meendt, wildt" can be found, and 
the Boecius translation sometimes uses such forms as "schoudt" from "schouwen", 
Castelein uses similar forms (e.g. "speeldt") alongside his normal ’-d’ 
spellings, as does Coornhert’s Voorreden of 1568 ("beraindt"). Very often such
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forms may be by analogy with "vindt, verbindt" etc (see below), and sometimes 
contractions from ’-det’. Van der Moot uses these spellings occasionally, e.g. 
"behaeghdt", rhyming with "maeghdt, onversaeghdt" (possibly for visual rhyme,- 
he normally uses *-t’ in verbs). Boetius à Bolswert often uses "bemindt" (e.g. 
p.146), and the Dutch Scholemaster also uses "condt". De Ruyter in his rather 
old-fashioned usage has many such forms, such as "wondt (= woont), dyendt". In 
Van den Ende’s Schatkamer the form "noemdt" appears alongside "behoord".
"Bemindt" and "bepaeldt" also appear in the text of Hexham’s grammar, though not 
in the verb paradigms. "Volgdt’’ is to be found in a poem by Asselyn in Klioos 
Kraam (ed. Rintjus 1656-7) 1,321, though "volgt" is more normal (ibid,p.322).
Van Engelen, in his translation of Guarini (c.l650) makes widespread use of ’-dt’ 
forms, e.g. "ghy kondt, vlamdt" etc.
This usage, as mentioned, fell into disuse along id_th the general decline 
of '-dt’ for ’-d’. Winschooten rejected such a usage in 1683, but sporadic 
examples of ’-dt’ can still be found throughout the 18th century. In the 
dedicatory poem to Van Eikelenberg’s West Vriesland of 1714, Kempher wrote: ’’Daar 
Hollandt U met eerbiedt noemdt ... ’’ as one line of many to show ’-dt’ forms in 
both nouns and verbs. Van Eikelenberg himself occasionally uses these forms, 
e.g. ’’U wildt", but they are exceptional.
It was mentioned earlier that Onno van Haren used a ’-d' spelling in his 
book "Willem I", his brother Willem employed the same system in his "Leonidas", 
though sometimes a ’-dt’ spelling crppt in, both for the verbs under discussion 
here and for ’-d’ stem verbs, e.g. "Gaat, hoedt uw Vee, bebouwt uwe Akkers en 
Waranden,/ En deeldt niet meer in ’t hoog Bestier". An isolated example can also 
be found in a letter by Staring of 1775, along with other odd spellings (e.g. 
"oppasschen, desselvs, braaff’’): "De bijzondere liefde ... welk mijn waarde Oom 
mij gelieft te bewijzen, contribueerdt niet weinig ter mijner Vergenoeging".
Non ’-d’ stem verbs: ’-dt’ in strong verbs, e.g. "hij begindt"
Just as ’-d’ can be found after a voiced consonant in strong verbs where
there is no question of gelijkvormigheid, so too can ’-dt’ be found. Middle
Dutch texts yield such examples as "vaerdt", and Goornhert sometimes uses
"begindt". Van der Root’s work includes "ghy meughdt", cf. "behaeghdt" above 
and
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and Van der Ghucht’s "ghij mueghd" . Van Engelen too uses such forms, e.g. on 
p . 58 "ghy hebdt", as does De Ruyter with "valdt" etc.. Any system involving 
the use of ’-dt’ instead of final ’-d’ together with the system which yielded 
the ’-d’ in strong verbs described above, will automatically produce ’-dt’ in 
strong verbs, and it is not to be confused with ’-dt’ in ’-d’ stem verbs (q.v.).
The use of "gy hebd" by Duikerius and Leydekker, mentioned in an earlier 
section, is possibly also heavily influenced by the form "hebdy", though not 
all users of the latter use "hebd" ( Van der Werve for example uses "gy hebt, 
hebdy"); but whereas this is in a way understandable, the use of "hebdt" is 
less so, since it has ho form +’’hebdty" to call upon.
It is not unknown for hyperapplication of these rules to occur, and to 
find ’-dt’ used where the stem actually ends in ’-t’; the writers had become so 
accustomed to writing ’-dt’ for /1/ in such words as ’handt", that they used it 
for all final / 1/ sounds. It became in effect a mere spelling variant for ’t’.
The Boecius translation of I485, on p.clvii aa.2 uses "spruudt" as a part of 
"spruiten", and De Castelein’s work includes the line "Eedt, drijnckt, speeldt 
(seyd hy) wild in vreugden baden" on p.l84. This line is remarkable as it shows 
four different systems: ’-t’ after an unvoiced consonant (drijnckt), a phonetic 
or gelijkvormigheid ’-d’ after a voiced consonant (wild, seyd,- cf "wilde,seyde"), 
’-dt’ in the same position (speeldt), and a hypercorrectism ("eedt" from "eten")i 
A similar hypercorrect spelling can be found in the Dutch Schoolmaster, with 
"sidt" as the imperative of "zitten"; the same book exhibits other hypercorrect 
spellings, e.g. "hed" described in chapter 5> and the two tendencies are not 
unrelated.
Non ’-d’ stems: ’-t’ in both strong and weak verbs, e.g. "hij leert, begint".
For those users who felt morphological analogy to be a stronger force than 
gelijkvormigheid, the question of using ’-d’ in verbs never arose; they used 
the standard "kenletter" or "merkletter" (i.e. the "ending") ’-t’ in all cases. |
This applied also to the phonetic spellers who never used ’-d’ even in nouns.
This system is by far the most common throughout the period of written Dutch, 
although it was seriously rivalled by ’-d’ in weak verbs in the late 17th and 
early 18th century. De Vin even considered ’-d’ the normal, ’-t’ the old-
' I
253.
fashioned form i This system must also be one of the least documented, as 
almost all grammarians who used it felt the use of ’-t’ to be so obvious and 
self-evident that it merited no discussion. When dealing with verb forms, the 
usual practice was to give the conjugation tables without any comment on the 
formation rules. The sole exception to this is for verbs whose stem ended in 
»-d’, which were frequently the subject of fierce debate (see following sections). 
As is so often t he case it is only those writers whose usage was at variance 
with the standard "gebruik" who felt the need to defend their system.
One of the very few to discuss this standard system was De RdLter in 1581, 
and he only does so in order to reject the '-d' forms: "Ic gebruike in d ’einde 
der voorz. woorden ('hoort/hoord’ etc.) liever ’t’ dan ‘d ’”. This was on the 
phonetic grounds that /t/ was heard there, as in the nouns "woort, got" etc..
Users of this system comprise in effect almost all the grammarians not mentioned 
in previous sections,- Sexagius, Meurier, Plantijn, Kilian, Van Heule, Dafforne,
De Hubert, the Bible Translators, Leupenius, Sewel, Van Helderen, Hilarides,
Nyloë, Verwer, Niervaert etc. etc.. Even Moonen iran find little to add: "Met 
de T spelt men ... in de werkwoorden den tweeden persoon in het meervouwige 
getal der gebiedende Wyze, als ’Nesmt, geeft, leeft, hoort, zingt’ &c als 
afgeleidt van de Wortelwoorden, de tweede persoonen in het Eenvouwige Getal,
'Neem, geef, leef, hoor’ &c. De T is ook de merkletter en nootwendigh in het 
spellen der tweede persoonen van beider Getallen der Aentoonende Wyze, en des 
derden persoons in het Eenvouwige Getal; als ’Gy, Hy, Neemt, geeft, leeft, 
hoort, zingt’ &c ". Thus for him the forces of analogy demand the use of the 
same latter in the same function, i.e. always ’-t’ regardless of gelijkvormigheid 
or phonetics. This ’-t’ he regards as the "merkletter", -a term he translates 
in imitation of his model Schottelius from the classical grammar term "littera 
characteristica".
E.G.P. and Ten Kate follow the same system, as does Huydecoper. When the 
latter is discussing Vondel’s spellings "Briet, zoodt, kleet, verkeert" (1,270 & 
278), he adds: "Dewyl onze gedachten hier ter plaatse gevallen zyn op deeze 
drierleie Spellings van D, T, en DT, willen wy onze Aanmerkingen, hieromtrent 
voorlang gemaakt, en by ons in gebruik, den Liefhebberen mededeelen, en redenen
der zelve geeven. Staat dan by my vast, dat de tweede en derde persoon van den
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Tegenwoordigen tyd der Aantoonende wyze, in het eenvoudig getal, altyd met eene 
T beslooten wordt; als GY, en HY ’verkeert, bemint, bindt’ enz.’’. He then (p.34) 
refers to these rules in Moonen, and as applied by some writers (see below). He 
also finds this spelling useful in that readers then "noit behoeven te twyffelen, 
of het een deelwoord, of de derde persoon der aantoonende wyze is. Men schryve 
dan ’hy verkeert’, maar ’ hy is verkeerd’; ’ zy bemint’, maer ’ zy wordt bemind”’. 
This distinction would seem to some a little superfluous, but was often put 
forward.
The ’’Aanmerkingen’’ he refers to here are not those contained in his defence 
of Corneile of 1722, since he does not discuss the use of ’-d(t)’ in this work 
(’-sch’ is the only spelling question raised, see chap.13). He is actually 
referi'ing to the private unpublished notes which he had been compiling over the 
years, and which he apparently showed to those interested. He writes in the 
introduction to the Proeve (p.xxviii): ’’Hit veele Aanmerkingen, die wy voorlang, 
over onze Moederlyke Taale en Vaderlyke Dichtkunst, by ons zelf gemaakt, doch 
voor ’t grootste gedeelte noch noit op ’t papier gebragt hadden, dachten wy ’er 
eenige weinigen te voegen achter deez’ nieuwe druk’’; the last phrase seems to 
apply to the new book - i.e. the Proeve - rather than a new print of an 
existing book.
Van Belle’s comments on these spellings, where he feels inclined to use ’-d’ 
but actually uses ’-t’, have been given above. Des Roches and De Haes do not 
discuss their usage apart from in ’-d’ stem verbs, but use ’-t’ in all other 
verbs, as do Elzevier, Verpoorten, Bincken, Zeydelaar, the Kunst grammar (see 
above) and many others. As mentioned in the previous section Zeydelaar 
actually defines his usage as ’-dt’ in ’-d’ stem verbs and ’-t’ after ’n ’ or ’r ’; 
all other verbs he leaves undiscussed, but uses in them the standard ’-t’ ending.
Van Belleghem & Waterschoot use ’-t’, as does Janssens in his Spelkonste of 
1775, though not in his works published in England (see above, under ’’leerd’’ and 
’begind’’). The anonymous Letterschik of 1775 and the Inleyding of 1785, Stijl, 
Pieterson, Kluit, Bolhuis, the various Nut works, Terbruggen, Behaegel, and 
later works all use ’-t’ spellings only for these verbs, a system which was then 
adopted as normal by both Siegenbeek in the North and the Commission in the 
South, Thereafter this usage has not been contested.
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t-d’ stem verbs, strong or weak, e.g. "vinden, worden; geschieden, meIden",
Middle Dutch to c.1850
In contrast to the previous section, the situation for verbs such as 
"vinden, worden" is probably the most discussed in the development of verbal 
spelling, though even here a great many grammars simply give the forms chosen 
by them, without any explanation of defence. Again three systems have been in 
use, representable by "hij vind, hij vint, hij vindt", but unlike such spellings 
as "hij leerd, leert, leerdt", all three alternatives have been more equally 
common, with this time the ’-t* spelling as the least widely used. All three 
forms have existed since Middle Dutch, and all three still have their supporters.
The use of '-d’J’-t* or ’-dt’ in these verbs bears on the whole little 
relationship with the use of ’-d’,’-t’ or ’-dt’ in weak verbs and nouns, except 
that the users of ’-t’ in nouns (hant, woort) very often had ’-t’ in the ’-d’ 
stem verbs (vint, wort) as well as in the weak verbs (leert, speelt), though of 
course the converse does not hold true. Users of ’-d’ in weak verbs very often 
used ’-d’ in ’-d’ stem verbs (leerd: vind), as both forms are the result of 
gelijkvormigheid motivations, though once more the converse does not always hold, 
and users of "hij vind" do not necessarily use "hij leerd",
’-t’, e.g. "hij vint, wort, het geschiet"
This is chronologically the first to appear. Just as, before the 
introduction of gelijkvormigheid to nouns, the ’-d’ of the einflected forms 
"handen, woorden" was ignored in "hant, woort", so too the verb forms were spelt 
just as they sounded - "hij vint, wort"; thus "vint/vinden" forms a parallel to 
" hant/hand en". This is the standard form in Middle Dutch, and is quoted by 
De Vooys (Spraakkunst, 33) as being very common in the l6th century and even in 
the 17th century. This actually understates the case since the forms were still 
very common up to the mid 17th century.
In early books such forms can be found in the Exercitium and in the Boecius
translation, though the latter also uses ’-dt’. In the l6th century ’-t’ is
used as the normal form by Van der Werve, Van Beaumont, Van der Ghucht, Sasbout,
De Heuiter, Valcoogh, and the Twe-Spraack, though the first two also use ’-dt’,
Van der Ghucht also uses ’-d’, and the Twe-Spraack uses all three. De Heuiter 
is the only one of these to discuss such a usage, and rejects all f-dt’
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spellings, e.g. "’Godf, wat douter ’t’ of 'd’?" - one of them is superfluous; 
as mentioned above he prefers ’-t’ in all cases.
In the early 17th century this system continues to be in common use, for 
example by Stevin (wort, strijt), Hooft (deet, zent, in Achilles), Van Santen 
(lijt, vint), Revius (vint), and Cats (vint, wort). Van Heule, in both his 
grammars, merely uses the forms without discussion, e.g. "Men mint, men zeyt,
Het wort gezeyt, Het wort gelooft" (1633,p.31, cf "men lijd" 1625 p.4%).
Dafforne uses "wert" (present tense), but also "vindet, behoudse". Montanus 
however is quite regular in his "wort, geschiet" spellings, in accordance with 
his strict phonetic system which demands *-t' as final consonant wherever /t/ 
is heard.
The use of ’-t’ in past tenses of strong verbs seems, for some reason, to 
have been less common; ’-d’ is the normal form in "ik had, ik stond" etc. even 
for many of those who use '-f in the present tense, e.g. "ik wort". This is 
true for example of Van Heule, for whereas "gy hat, gy had" both appear on p.53 
of the 1625 edition subsequent examples show this to be a misprint, and that 
"had" is his normal form. This preference for ’-d' in the past tenses may 
have been influenced by the longer forms "ik hadde, gy haddet, hy hadde" etc., 
which Van Heule adopts in the 1633 edition of his grammar (p.38,cf "wort" p.33).
Vondel's system was varied. Until about 1644 his usage wavered between 
"wort, word, wordt", but after this date settled down to ’-dt' after a short 
vowel (redt), but ’-t’ after a long vowel or ’r ’ (wort),- the same system as he 
adopted for nouns. Huydecoper was later very critical of this practice (I, 
notes on verses 270,273): "’Brief en ’zoodt’, daar de D zo weinig in ’briedt’ 
als in ’zoodt’ mag worden vergeeten. ... ’bindt’, doch niet ’bint’ omdatmen in 
den eersten persoon zegt ... ’ik bind’. ... Ik verwerp echter de uitspraak niet, 
integendeel derf ik haar, ... tot getuigen van myn gevoelen aanhaalen. Want, 
vooreerst, wat den Eersten en Derden persoon belangt, daarin beweer ik datmen 
behoort te schryven, by voorbeeld, ’ik vind ’er geen’, en ’hy vindt ’er geen’: 
en dat leert ook de uitspraak, dewyl dit uitgesproken wordt alsof ’er stondt 
'ik vinder geen’, en ’hy vinter geen’". Further he says that the ’-d’ is often 
omitted in the 1st person ("ik ry, ik laa" from "ryden, laden"), but never 
from the 3rd person ("hy rydt, laadt"). This justifies his use of '-d' in the
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1st person and '-dt' in the third. It must be born in mind however that when 
Huydecoper was witing this, the *-t' spelling in these verbs was all but
extinct, and it is somewhat unfair of him to criticise Vondel for not using
I3th century spellings.
In Vondel’s own time the ’-t’ was still common, and is used for example by 
Brune, Croon, De Decker and Luyken, though few use it consistently, and in the 
latter two its use is exceptional. This system can also be found in the 
grammatical works of Meijer (also ’-dt’ in the early editions), Beyer (following 
Van Heule) and Van Helderen. An interesting facet of many of these exceptional 
uses is that ’-dt’ was used for all words except ’’wort’’, which often has an 
anomalous ’-t’ spelling. This is true for example of De Decker, and also for 
Nil Volentibus's Verhandeling (braadt: wort). There is little apparent reason 
for this, apart from the extreme commonness of the parts of "worden" compared 
to other ’-d’ stem verbs, though these include many other common words such as 
"vinden, houden". It also seems that after the early 17th century, i.e. when 
gelijkvormigheid began to undermine the earlier phonetic system, the verbs with 
a vowel before the ’d ’ (houden, glijdem, raden, etc.) showed most tendency to 
use ’-dt’ in preference to ’-t’ (or ’-d’). Thus such forms as "glijt, snijt, 
hout" are much less common in this period than such as "vint, wort".
Hillenius recognised all three alternative in 1664: ’” t’ and ’d ’ are 
often written in the end of words ... as ... ’wort, word, wordt’". The ’-t’
system continued to be used by a few, e.g. Kuyper, even until the beginning of
the next century. Van Hoogstraten uses them in his gender-list, and they often 
figure in the 2nd edition of Nyloe (his first edition favours ’-dt’, cf. chap.5). 
Hilarides uses ’-t’ consistently both in his Taalgronden of 1705 and his 
literary works such as his Phaedrus translation of 1695.
Use of ’-t’ in ’-d’ stem verbs rapidly died out after the 1720’s, though 
it can still be found in Foot (1722): "wort, vint: bidt, zoudt, houdt, voedt", 
with ’-dt’ after a vowel. Schermer (1725) uses "wort" alongside "redt", though 
his spelling is very irregular, especially in the "Oude Gedichten". Soon after 
this these spellings became very rare as living forms, and died out until their 
resurrection in the 19th century (see below).
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i-d’, e.g. "hi.1 vind, word, het geschied".
Users of this system justified the simple ’-d’ with a call on gelijkvorm­
igheid, but reject the forces of ahalogy. Because ’-d’ was used in nouns by 
virtue of the *d’ in "handen, landen" etc., giving "hand, land", the same 
line of reasoning gave "vind, word" from "vinden, worden". And just as they 
rejected the use of ’-dt’ in nouns, they also avoided this spelling in verbs, 
one letter being superfluous and the ’-d’ taking precedence. The argument for 
i-t’ by analogy with "speelt, leert" etc., was either ignored or felt to be of 
lesser importance.
At about the same time as ’-d’ forms in nouns and weak verbs ("leerd" etc.) 
began to appear, spellings of the type "hij word, snijd" can be found, for 
example in Obreen & Van Loey No.3;3,4,5,ll. And thereafter many of the people 
listed above as using ’-d’ in the present tense of weak verbs can be found with 
’-d’ also in ’-d’ stem verbs, both weak and strong, e.g. in Lambrecht, Van der 
Ghucht, the Twe-spraack, Van der Schuere, Starter, Van Gherwen, Ampzing. For 
Van der Schuere this case ("beduyd ... beduyden") was the same as "slaefd ... 
slaefde" and "goed ... goede" (p.16), and he uses these ’-d’ forms in all 
singular persons: "ik word, het geschied" etc. De Hubert on the other hand uses 
such forms as "het beduid, het word" despite using ’-t’ in weak verbs; it was 
for him thus more a matter of avoiding ’-dt’ than pure gelijkvormigheid.
The use of the ’-d’ spelling continued, for example in Stalpaert van der 
Wiele (who also used the "leerd" system), though he often had ’-dt’ after a 
vowel, as in "ghy raedt" and the poem "Rijdt Bidder, rijdt Sint Jorris...’’.
Usage in Hooft’s Waernemingen which may safely be regarded as his own, is far 
from regular: most ’-d’ stem verbs have ’-dt’, but whereas ’-d’ spellings do 
occur occasionally for some of these verbs, they are normal for "word". "Word"
can be found in Nos. 9, 14, 101 etc., "wort" in Nos. 14, 25, but "wordt" is | ;
not used.
Other users in the mid 17th century include De Decker - who uses it in all |
cases (scheyd, houd, send, vlijd, vind), - Dullaert and Luyken. The latter is i::
a I
extremely irregular in this respect, cf. "spreid (p.8), spreit (p.9), brand (p.9),
w.
bindt (p.15), wordt (p.15)’’ etc.. Of such words in the text approximately 65^
ii
m
have ’-d’, and 30% ’-dt’, though there is no system or pattern to the occurrence
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of the variants, as was also the case with weak verb endings.
The first gramraarian to adopt this system since Ampzing was Winschooten in 
1683 (though Hillenius refers to it,- see above). For him such forms as "gij 
soud, hij strijd, hij werd" were exactly analogous to "hij volgd, diend", and the 
nouns in ’-d’. Although he does not discuss '-d' stem verbs separately, his 
system clearly shows this to be the case. The grammar of Ph. La Grue on the 
other hand retains "vind, word, soud" etc., yet uses '-t* in "leert" etc. In 
Sewel's revision of this work the usage is adapted to conform with his own 
system. Sewel himself at first retained *-d' in certain cases (see ’-dt'below).
Gargon joined the few who defended this system, in 1686: "'lyden, laden, 
binden',en diergelyke, die schryv ik altyd met een 'd', als 'ik 1yd, gy laad, 
hy bind'". Most of the weak verb '-d' spellers of the last decade of this 
century - Duikerius, Van der Linden, Najer, Van Alkemade, Pars - all consistently 
use spellings of the sort "werd, vind, zoud". Van Geesdalle (1700) uses "word, 
bevind" etc. according to his rules given earlier, and the Grammaire plus 
Exacte of the following year, though using '-t' in other verbs, uses "zoud, 
word" with '-d'.
In the first half of the 18th century these forms continue to be fairly 
common: Den Eiger, Bouvaert, Steven, Kramer and Ten Kate use them alongside 
weak verbs with '-t', as does Tuinman (see "leerd" above). Hakvocrd, Overschie, 
Eikelenberg and Van der Schelling share this '-d* with weak verbs. Rusting is 
distinct in using '-d' in verbs (including "schijnd"), but '-t' in nouns; this 
is difficult to Justify. Another instance of the "word" type of spelling is in 
the Emblemata book of Pieter and Jan Huygen in 1700 (1st edition 1689); they 
use "word, vind, raisleid" as well as "scheurd, voeld" etc., and this system 
must be shared by a host of other vrriters in this period. The later editions of 
the same book (e.g.1740) still show the same spelling. Van Rhyn and Schütz 
both use "zoud" etc., but the latter lists '-dt' in his verb paradigms.
i| '#1
One of the most extensive in defence of the *-d' spelling was Van Belle in hi
si
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1748: he regards the addition of the '-t' as both unnecessary and inconsistent, 
and also considers the '-d'forra to be equally as established as '-t' or '-dt', 
if not more so. His criticism falls mainly on Sewel*s theories (^iven later): 





gebruiken ... in den 2den en 3den Persoon der Werkwoorden die D of DD in de 
onbepaalende Wyze hebben: want daar zyn, in dit opzigt, 5derlei Werkwoorden, als; 
1, die ’er ééne T, ten 2de, die ’er TT, ten 3de die ’er ééne D, ten 4-de die ’er 
DD, en ten 5de, die ’er noch D noch T hebben, als: 1, ’laaten, weeten’, enz: ten 
2de,'betten, zitten', enz: ten 3de,'branden, zenden', enz: ten 4de,’bidden, 
redden’, enz: ten 5de,’passen, schranken, vermaanen, weenen’, enz:.
’Wat aangaat die ’er T of TT hebben, als: ’weeten, betten’, enz: het is 
zeeker dat, neevens anderen, zelf alle T-voor D, of T-naa D-Dryvers schryven, by 
voorbeeld: ’ik bet, gy bet, hy bet, gyl: bet’; maar niet met vermeerdering van 
eene T in den 2den en 3den persoon enkel-, en den 2den persoon meervoudig, ’gy 
bett, hy bett, gyl: bett’: waarom dan ook zo recht reegelmaatig niet gehandeld 
met die ’ er D of DD hebben, en, by voorbeeld, van ’redden’, geschreeven: ’ik red, 
gy red, hy, gyl: red’, in plaats van ’gy redt, hy redt, gyl: redt’?
’’Wil men nu dryven dat dit met T naa T niet geschieden kan, maar wel met 
T naa D, zulks is volstrekt onwaar: want men kan zelf met eevenveel, indien niet
met meer recht, by voorbeeld, spellen: ’gy redd, hy redd, gyl;redd’, enz: als
’gy redt, hy redt, gyl: redt’, en derhalven ook, ’gy bett, hy bett, gyl: bett’; 
welk laatste, van niemants smaak zynde, het eerste, naer rede, smaakloos of 
onsmaaklyk maakt. In alien gevalle, ik beklaag den armen eersten persoon in ’t 
enkelvoudig, dat die ... naer zulker Dryveren spellings, zo veele eer, van met 
eene T vermeerderd te worden, niet mag genieten, dat men zo wel schryve, ’ik 
redt’, als ’gy, hy, gyl: redt’; terwyl hy doch met dezelve persoonen gelyk staat, 
in zig door het Voornaamwoord bekend te maaken. (i.e. the pronoun shows the 
person, the ’-t’ is superfluous)
’’Kortom, ik ontken dat ’er nader reegel zy, dan om de Werkwoorden, die D 
of DD in de onbepaalende Wyze hebben, op den zelven leest te schoeijen als die
’er T of TT hebben, en zo wel te schryven: ’ik, gy, hy, gyl: red, bid, brand,
zend’, als ’ik, gy, hy, gyl: bet, zit, laat, weet’, enz: desgelyks ook der 
gebiedende Wyze tweeden persoon in ’t enkel- en meervoudig, enz:.
"Wil men ook versmaadlyk zeggen dat deeze spelling weer wat nieuws zy; 
zulks is waar of onwaar; maar al waar zynde: waarom niet zowel eenig goed en 
nut nieuws omirent de Taalreegelen als in de kleedinge aan het licht gebragt? 




médegedeeld, zy waaren nooit opbouwers onzer Taale geweest. In allen gevalle; 
was ook de T-voor D-spelling nooit nieuw?
"Doch het is onwaar, ten minste voor zover de T-voor-D-of T-naa D-dryvers 
niet kunnen bewyzen dat hunne spelling diesaangaande ouder zy dan deeze, die 
men altans in sommige oud Duitse schriften van omirent 6f ligt meer dan 5oo 
Jaaren vind: is dat wat nieuws?", (p.7-9).
It can be seen that Van Belle is arguing here purely on grounds of 
phonetics and analogy: phonetics in that it is inconsistent to feel the need 
of an extra 't’ in the 2nd and 3rd persons but not in the 1st (cf.Huydecoper), 
and analogy in that since the inflexional '-t' is dropped in "gy bett", then 
it is also unnecessary in "gy redt", though admittedly he seems to be thinking 
more of the gelijkvormigheid use of double final *-tt/-dd’ (see chap. 17),than 
of an inflexional ending, for here, as throughout his argument, he ignores the
morphological function of an inflexional '-t*. Indeed this use of ’-t' does ;
I'
not seem to have occurred to him as relevant: "ik ontken dat ’er nader reegel 
zy As he was also attracted to the use of *-d* in weak verbs, it is ^
clear that like so many of his contemporaries he felt no càll from analogy |
forcing him to use the same "merkletter" in all verbs. |
■jj
His reference to historical usage is only partly correct, since, as noted jiJ k
above, the "T-voor-D" system (i.e. "-instead of-", nobody ever used ’-td’) 3j||
actually precedes the use of ’-d*. Nonetheless he is correct in pointing out 
that a *-d' spelling is nothing new. He is also correct in pointing out that 
a use of "gy redt" should bring with it the use of "gy bett" if consistency is 
of any importance.
In his 1755 grammar he is not so extensive, but once more the analogical j||!
r !■
use of ’-t’ is not mentioned, and he argues merely from the phonetic standpoini 
"de^eerste persoon staat by hem (=Sewel) zeerwel op voete% zo dat de D in die 
woorden alleen kan gaan; maar hoe de tweede en derde persoon daar in zo zwak 
zyn datze de T tôt eene kruk gebruiken moeten, is buiten myn boekje en ook 
buiten reden". Sewel’s argument that ’-dt’ is needed for clarity in such 
sentences as "de brand brandt in" cuts no ice with Van Belle who counters with 
"De wagt wagt lang". In view of the fact that VanBelle would have liked to 
conjugate "ik leer, gy leerd, hy leerd; ik neem, gy neemt, hy neemt", it is
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u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  t h a t  l i k e  s o  m a n y  o t h e r  u s e r s  o f  t h e  * - d ’ s y s t e m  i n  w e a k  v e r b s ,  
h e  d i d  n o t  r e c o g n i s e  ' - f  a s  a  " m e r k l e t t e r " ,  s i n c e  i n  t h e i r  s y s t e m s  i t  d i d  n o t  
h a v e  t h a t  f u n c t i o n ;  t h u s  t h e r e  was n o  r e a s o n  f o r  t h e m  t o  a d o p t  i t  a l s o  i n  ' - d '  
s t e m  v e r b s ,  a n d  t h e  u s e  o f  " h y  v i n d "  i s  p e r f e c t l y  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h i n  t h e i r  
s y s t e m .  O n l y  f o r  t h o s e  u s e r s  w h o  u s e d  ' - t '  i n  w e a k  v e r b s  i n  t h e  f o r m  " h i j  
v i n d ,  w o r d "  e t c ,  a n  e x c e p t i o n  t o  t h e  r u l e ,
A m i n o r  v a r i a t i o n  o f  t h e  ’ - d ’ s p e l l i n g  i n  ’ - d '  s t e m  v e r b s ,  u s e d  b y  D e  
H a e s  a n d  V a n  d e r  P a l m ,  i n v o l v i n g  ’ - d ’ i n  t h e  f i r s t  a n d  t h i r d  p e r s o n s  s i n g u l a r  
b u t  ' - d t '  i n  t h e  2 n d  p e r s o n  s i n g u l a r ,  i s  d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  s e c t i o n .
Around this period (- the middle of the 13th century-) a great division 
occurs. After this date no northern grammar recommended this spelling again, 
though its use continued, e.g. by Van ^^aren, Wolff & Deken, Pater, and in the 
dictionaries of Winkelman and Wilcocke, published respectively in Utrecht and 
London. Winkelman, both here and in his grammar which also has '-d', is 
under the influence of Raima, from who he may well have learned the system.
The only exceptions are the two editions of the "Kern" (published in Amsterdam), 
and reprints of older works, notably the "Nieuwe Fransche en Nederdu&tsche 
Spraakwyze" by Marin, and the "Nieuwe Fransche en Nederduytsche Spraek-konst" 
by Halma. Both these use *-d', and both are thoroughly mis-titled, since they 
only present Dutch grammar insofar as translations of the French paradigms are 
given. Both are in essence French grammars for use in Dutch schools, and the 
, same is true of a large number of a large number of other so-called bilingual 
gi^ammars in the 17th and 13th century, such as that of Zeydelaar and the 
above-mentioned"Kern". Raima's and Marin's grammars have more than the title 
in common, for they are in many parts identical, and plagiarism is certainly 
present here, just as much as it was in their dictionaries (see chap.4)•
In the South however, this became the standard system, and indeed no 
Southern grammar recommended anything else but this form until the early 19th- 
century "spelling war". In all probability the use of this system was often 
felt to be a national trait, a distinguishing feature showing independence 
from the North, - certainly it was felt to be so in later years. Such a usage 
had already been foreshadowed in Southern grammars from earlier years,- La 
Srue (1634), the Grammaire plus exacte (1701)- though other works (e.g. E.G.P.)
!l
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did not share it. The grammars and spelling books of Verpoorten and Bincken, 
with their later emulators Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, Boterdael and Janssens, 
were undoubtedly the major factors in making this ’-d* system the normal one 
in the ^outh. The anonymous works "Snoeijmes","Letterschik" and "Inleyding" 
also use *-d’.
Of just as great importance possibly as Bincken and Verpoorten was the 
grammar of Des Roches, and his system is slightly different in that he avoids 
the weak verb '-dl spelling (leerd, etc.) which can be found in the works of
the former, using *-d’ only in *-dl stem verbs: "Om te weeten wanneer tot het
sluyten eens woords de 'd* of 't* word vereyscht, heeft men te zien of het 
grondwoord met een 'd' of 't* geschreeven word; om dat 'woVden* met eene 'd'
geschreeven word, zal 'ik word, gy word', en ailes wat van 'worden' voortskomt
met de *d' en niet met de 't' geslooten worden",- those with stems in '-t' had
'-t' (hy laet), as did all weak verbs (hy spedt). This granmar was held in
high esteem in the South (although Des Roches himself was a Northerner by 
birth), and undoubtedly aided the spread, or acceptance, of the '-d' system.
He later alsocedited the "Nouvelle grammaire flamande" in the next century.
Towards the end of the century the "word/speelt" system of Des Roches 
gained ground over the "word/speeld" system, and in the early 18th century was |j|
almost universally adopted (though not by Van Daele, see above). For example 
the often reprinted and revised "Grondregels" (based largely on Bincken) used i i)
this system in most editions of that period (e.g.1805). Most grammars repeated i I
the same theory, e.g. Van Hasendonck (1814,p.38): "All nouns, substantive and
ji
adjective (- a literal translation of "naamwoorden, zelfstandige en ;j;
bijvoeglijke..."!), also the verbs and participles, which terminate with 'den' !;
oîf 'de' in the plural, terminate with 'd' in the singular, as ... 'ik zend,... j'■
wy zenden,... hy vind,... wy vinden,"; he also extends this rule to cover weak I
verbs (see above).
Terbruggen, the following year, says much the same: "Men moet ten opzigte
van het gebruyk der 'd' het grondwoord nazien, en schryven 'ik brand, gy zend,
men schud*, om dat zy voortskomen van 'branden, zenden, schudden'. Daer en
tegen schryft men met eene 't','gy spant, hy kent, zy wint', om dat zy 
voortskomen van ' spannen, kennen, winnen', en om dat in dergelyke woorden de
264. if
It' de kenletter is van de tweeden en derden persoon enkelvoud". He,like Van Ü 
B e l l e ,  d o e s  n o t  f e e l  t h a t  ’ - t *  s h o u l d  b e  r e g a r d e d  a s  t  h e  " k e n l e t t e r " i n  a l l  v e r b s *  ■!
T h e  m o s t  w e l l - k n o w n  S o u t h e r n  g r a m m a r  o f  t h i s  t i m e  w a s  t h a t  o f  B e h a e g e l ,  w h o  
f o l l o w s  t h e  s a m e  s y s t e m *  H e  f o r m u l a t e d  h i s  d e f e n c e  o f  t h i s  n o w  t r a d i t i o n a l  
S o u t h e r n  p r a c t i c e  b o t h  i n  h i s  g r c m m a r  a n d  i n  h i s  " V e r h a n d e l i n g "  s u b m i t t e d  t o  
the C o m m i s s i o n  l o o k i n g  i n t o  S p e l l i n g  m a t t e r s ,  a r g u i n g  a g a i n s t  t h e  ’ - d t '  s y s t e m  
n o w  s u p p o r t e d  b y  t h e  i n t r o d u c t i o n  o f  S i e g e n b e e k  i n  t h e  N o r t h ;  " S c h o o n  h e t ,  n a , e r  
d e n  a e r d  o n z e r  t a e l e ,  m i d d a g  k l a e r  b l y k t ,  d a t  h e t  b e z i g e n  v a n  DT z o n d i g t  t e g e n  |j i  
d e  h e d e n d a e g s c h e  a l g e m e e n  e r k e n d e  e n  a e n g e n o m e n e  r e g e l m a e t ,  v e r s c h e y d e n e  J
schryvers echter zyn er voor, dat men, ter bewaering van het eygendommelyk i|
: I
onzer oude schoone tael de DT schryven, als eene verkorting van DET" (though '
he also felt that "'vinD, binD'... zondigen tegen de algemeene uitspraek"I,379). r 
This, which was the argument adopted by Willems, borrowed from Siegenbeek, was 
also supported by those who felt that it avoided confusion between various 
words which in some systems were spelt alike. To this Behaegel answers that 
"Wy zoeken vruchteloos om een geval te vinden, waer in dit -DT zoodaenig ter 
bevoordering der Duydelykheid geschikt is"* One of Behaegel's major critics, If 
Leo d'Hulster, supplied him with these examples: "het geldt zijn vermaek, het 
geld zijn vermaek", and instances with a present tense and a participle, e.g. 
"verspreidt/verspreid". These, reminiscent of Hpydecoper's example given 
above, and those used by Sewel, can be countered by the argument of Van Belle, 
namely that since there are still cases of homonymy with '-t' stem verbs, 
e.g. "wacht"(noun/verb),"ontmoet"(present tense/past participle), there is 
little justification in forcing a distinction in '-d' stem verbs (cf.chap.18)«
De Simpel, another opponent of Behaegel, defends the Northern system both 
on grounds that the form "bindt" was descended from "bindet", and that analogy 
with "speelt" demanded "bindt". The second part of the argument is the 
stronger, since the first can ,be extended to justify all sorts of spellings 
such as "leezt, geevt, weett" by virtue of older forms "lezet, gevet, weetet"* 
Typical of the situation in these years is an editorial note in the 
"Nederduitsche Letteroefening" of 1834, a periodical under the editorship of 
Behaegel and Blommaert, both ardent defenders of the Flemish language. On 
most pages the '-d' spelling is adopted (e.g. "houd" p.49), but on at least
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one occasion other forms slipped in, necessitating an entry in the "errata" 
at the end, noting that "op biz. 48 zyn eenige woorden volgens de spelling 
der Redactie ingeslopen ... welke men op de volgende wyze moet herstellen:"
- "wordt, vindt" should be changed to "word, vind".
Van den Bossche, in his Verhandeling, objected to the Northern spelling on
the grounds that it was superfluous; "In de vlaemsche tael word het werkwoord -
altyd door het voornaemwoord of onderwerp onmiddelyk voorgegaen of gevolgd, j 
men kan diensvolgens nooyt zich in den persoon vergissen. Ik mag dus vryelyk j 
zeggen; 'Ik word, gy word, hy word', en ook 'word-ik, word-gy, word-hy?'zonder^ 
de minste bekommernis dat men aen deh persoon zou twyfelen. De 't' agter de I 
'd' is dus volkomenlyk nutteloos" (p.72); it is also, he claims, contrary to 
"de wet der spaerzaemheyd" which he found defended by Siegenbeek himself. Such 
comments from the South could be repeated many times from the many writings 
appearing during the "spelling war",- before the Northern system was adopted.
Followers of the Des Roches/ Terbruggen/ Behaegel school (e.g. P.Visschers) 
continued to use this '-d' spelling until the Belgian Spell-ing Commission 
adopted '-dt'. It did not appear in any more grammars until the reform moves 
of the mid 20th century (see below).
'-dt't e.g. "hij vindt, wordt; het geschiedt".
The use of '-dt' has long been accepted in these '-d' stem verbs, and is
the most consistent in terms of analogy and gelijkvormigheid, though 
phonetically superfluous. Once more these forms can be found in Middle Dutch, 
but only comparatively late; in the Boecius translation they are the most 
common form. At this date the spelling is due not so much to gelijkvormigheid 
as to the influence of the still extant longer forms "vindet, bindet" etc..
In the 16th century this system can be seen in Van der Werve (who also used 
'-t',- cf "odieux ... dat gehaet wordt; ridiculeux ... daer mede gelachen wort") 
and Lambrecht. The latter uses the similar forms "ghy moett, achterlaett" as 
contractions from "-tet"; this is alittle inconsistent since for other verbs 
he ignores the longer forms and adoptss'-d' (leerd, komd, etc. see above), 
Plantijn uses this system, and Kilian lists "wordt, sax. sicamb.j. werdt", "het 
broodt dijdt" etc.. It is also one of the forms used in the Twe-spraack where
n
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its relative frequency suggests that it is the preferred form.
This system continued to be the most common in the early 17th century, 
supported as it was both by the '-dt' spelling in nouns ("handt, woordt"), 
though this was differently generated (see chap.5), and the longer form '-det'. 
It was used for example by Van der Noot, Van Beaumont, Stevin, Roemer Visscher, 
Coster, Camphuysen, Hooft, Huygens, Bredero, Van Engelen etc., etc., some of 
whom have little else in common, and most of whom use other forms as well. Few 
grammars from this period describe this system, though several used it, 
including Smyters, Van der Weyden, Niervaert, Leupenius and Van Attevelt; the 
latter comments that "'dt' gebruyktmen als 't woord vol-uytgesproken z&jide 
endigt med 'det'"(1682). This may be one of "Niervaard"'s usages which Hakvoord 
later objected to, though he also expressed a dislike of Cellier's work, who 
actually shared his own preference for '-d',-see above. It is significant 
that Van Attevelt only mentions the existence of '-det' in support of the '-dt' 
spelling, making no reference to analogy with "speelt, leert" etc., which was 
to become central to the defence of this system in later years.
In Nil Volentibus's Verhandeling this spelling is only mentioned in order 
to show that there is no difference in sound between 'dt' in "braadt" and 't' 
in "praat". Along the same lines Pels writes that "men kan met grond van 
reden schryven: 0 wi'eede, gy bekleedde de leden van het kind, dat zit en bidt: 
om volgens de regelen der Spraakkunst, de Bulging (Declination) en de 
Vervoeging (Conjugatio) der woorden uit te drukken". Pels is here verging on 
the rule that '-t' is the standard ending for the 2nd and 3rd persons, in 
contrast to Van Attevelt above. This system was in use in both North and 
South, being used in the South by Van Mander, Van Borsselen, Pointers, and 
in the grammatical works of Bolognino and Binnart.
From 1691 onwards a major boost for this system came from the various 
works of Sewel. At first however he only applied the '-dt' spelling to the 
3rd person forms, leaving the gy-form with '-d': "T Behoud ik liefst in de 
derde persoon der woorden, 'hy Bidt, vindt, stondt, wordt', enz. tot een 
onderscheyd van de eerste persoon, 'ik Bid, vind, stond, word'"(Dictionary 
1691). In the later editions this was amended to "T Behoud ik liefst in de 
tweede en derde persoon der woorden, 'Bidt, vindt..,"'. Nor must It be
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thought that this was merely a looseness of expression, or a slip of the pen,
firstly because he specifically mentions "hy bidt..." (which is omitted in the
later versions), and secondly because the paradigms given both in the grammar
contained in the dictionary and in the editions of his Compendious Guide reflect
this rule. In fact the various editions of the latter present an anything but
uniform picture, as successive attempts were made to bring the gy-form into
line with the hy-form:
1691 (dictionary) gy had, gy had gehad, dat gy had, dat gy gehad had
(subjunctive)
1700 (Guide) gy had, gy hadt gehad, dat gy had, dat gy gehad hadt
1740,47,54(Guide) gy had, gy had gehadt, dat gy had, dat gy gehad hadt
1760 (Guide) gy hadt,gy hadt gehad, dat gy hadt, dat gy gehad hadt
170o,35,66(Dict.) gy hadt,gy hadt gehad, dat gy had, dat gy gehad had.
The Spraakkonst has the same usage as these later editions of the dictionary.
The 3rd person singular has '-dt' in all consulted editions. The use of 
"gehadt" is possibly a slip for "hadt gehad", - the three works to contain it 
are all reprints of the same "edition", - since this form of the participle is 
only used for the gy-form lacking the extra '-t'. The subjunctive, being 
shortened from "hadde" needed no '-t'. It would seem that the works printed 
primarily for the use of foreigners, i.e. the Guide, did not have the same 
attention paid to the setting as did the Spraakkunst and the later editions of 
the Dictionary, which all abide by the aménded rule given above. And although 
most of the variants given above are in all probability setting variants 
rather than products of different spelling theories, the array is 
symptomatic of the confusion which reigned in this period.
The same rule is supported by Moonen: "De T is ook de merkletter 
schoon het Wortelwoort in D eindigt, wanneer de T achtergelaten wordt, noch de 
D in de T verandert". The combined influence of these two figures, supported 
by Verwer, join to make this '-dt' the standard usage in the 18th century, in 
the Northern Netherlands at least, but not so much in the South, though it 
is adopted by E.G.P..
Northern grammars to follow suit were De Vin and, naturally, Sewel's 
revision of La Grue: "Remarquez que dans les secondes & troisièmes personnes 
des Verbes on met ordinairement un 't' a la fin, pour faire de la distinction
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avec les premières personnes" (cf. Ci-ino, 174-1:"Nimm in acht: dass in denen 
zweyten und dritten Persohnen, bey den Verbis gemeiniglich am Ende ein 't' 
gesetzet wird, um einen unterscheid von der ersten Persohn zu machen").
Huydecoper too, as noted above, defends this system, and he gives some examples 
of writers who used the same in the past, such as Six van Chandelier, Jonctijs, 
Huygens, Bake, and the 1485 Boecius. More contemporary users include De With, 
Rotgans, Langendijk, Hoogvliet, J. de Haes, Foot, Zeeus, Schermer, Wagenaar etc..
It was mentioned earlier that a change occurred in mid century, with tie 
Southern regions adopting a "word"-type spelling, and the North rejecting the 
same, with equal unanimity. From now on hardly any Northern grammar proposed 
any system other than '-dt', except for those few who were making a conscious 
attempt at spelling reform. |
The system is supported by Elzevier in 1761 (p.97) and by De Haes, though 
the latter made a major personal modification. It was noted above that Sewel 
at first spelled "ik bid, gy bid, hy bidt", but De Haes now reversed this and 
proposed "ik bid, gy bidt, hy bid"; "geenszins echter gebrtiyken wy (de 't')in 
den derden persoon van der aentoonende wyze en tegenwoordigen tyd, als in 
'bid, houd, bind', en diergelyke; vindende vjy beter dat de derde met den 
eersten persoon in den voorgeschreven tyd en wyze overeenkome, vermits zy in 
den tegenwoordigen tyd der aen- of by-voegende wyze gebogen worden en altoos 
met elkanderen overeensteramen" (p.10). Thus because the subjunctive is 
conjugated "dat ik vinde, gy vindet, hy vinde", the same pattern is to be 
preserved in the indicative, with the 3rd person being the same as the 1st.
This can be seen in his extensive verb paradigms, such as for "visschen", 
where the passive is given as "ik word geviseht, gy wordt gevischt, hy word 
gevischt" (not a very felicitous choice for a verb to be given in the passive I).
This theory of De Haes's was later taken over by Van der Palm, but is 
criticised by Pieterson in his Rhapsodia of 1776, pointing out that this 
equivalence of the 1st and 3rd persons "ik vind, hij vind" cannot hold true 
for all verbs, specifically it only holds for '-d' or '-t' stem verbs,- cf.
"ik maan, hij maant; ik vraag, hij vraagt" where no such equivalence is 
possible. The non-universality of the rule condemns it as impractical.
Pieterson in türn then praises Elzevier and the members of the society
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Dulces ante omnia musae" who defend the system in their "Proeve van ... I
Taalkunde" of 1775, e.g. in an article in vol I,p.79, by "M.T.", possibly 
Meinard Tijdeman listed amongst the members* Pieterson wrote that "zulks 
verstrekt my niet weinig genoegen, geavende geen geringe hoop, dat de 
eenpaarigheid onder de Kunstgenooten hierin zal toeneemen".
Before Pieterson however, two more grammars had voiced approval of this 
system,- Zeydelaar and the society "Kunst wordt door arbeid verkregen", the 
first in 1769, the latter in 1770. Zeydelaar quotes the theories of Sewel 
and also his argument that such a usage avoids confusion in such sentences 
as "de brand brandt in".
From this time in the North the standard rule is adopted, using '-dt' a 
with "de 'd' als een wortelletter, de 't* als een kenraerk van den 2. persoon 
enlcel. en meerv. ... en den 3* persoon enlcelvoud" (Bolhuis), - i.e. 
gelijkvormigheid and analogy respectively. This is adopted by Stijl, Bolhuis, 
the Nut works, Siegenbeek, and consequently also in most contemporary written 
works, whatever their nature, - literary, technical, historical, etc.. The 
system was also accepted by Bilderdijk as being the natural form, though with 
an individual twist: The final consonant of "vindt, vondt" sounded "eenigzins 
anders dan (in) 'een kind ... een mond,... een lint'", due, he claims, to the 
now supressed vowel in the historical form '-det', - "maar die soort van 
heimelijke vokaal tusschen 'd' en 't' is (om het dus te noemen) onbegrootbaar 
klein, en wordy daarom niet in aanmerking genomen" (Sprkl. p.58).
In the South this form was spreading, partly under the influence of 
Willems in his Scbryfwyze (though it was in use earlier, e.g. by Be Neckere): 
"Wy zouden er voor zyn dat men, ter bewaring van het eigendomlyke onzer oude 
schoone tael, de 'dt' sclireve, als eene verkorting van 'det', in den tweeden 
en derden persoon van den tegenwoordigen, en den tweeden van den onvolmaekt- 
verledenen tyd der aentoonende wyze van onze verba, welke in de onbepaalde 
wyze eene 'd' in de laetste lettergreep hebben". It is to this paragraph that 
the criticism of Behaegel quoted above refers. Eventually this "Northern" 
spelling was adopted by all after the Belgian Commission decided in favour of 
"het behouden van 'dt' in de vervoeging der werkwoorden op 'den' uitgaande" 
(§6), The Southern grammars of this date to show this spelling include
i
270. ;
Renier, David, Courtmans, Hereraans, Conscience, etc., and after this, Southern îj
and Northern usages combine in favour of this system. Though not always
I
wholeheartedly; Conscience, despite formulating the regular rules in his i
Sleutel, was not averse to breaking them: "De spelling die ik gebruikt heb :
is die, welke door de meeste geleerden in onze tael gebruikt wordt. Nochtans i
ben ik er dikwijls afgeweken, wanneer de zachtheid of harmony zulks 
vereischte" (introduction to "Phantazy"). This only affects vowels with a 
dialect colour, such as "paerd, peerd", however, and the ’-dt' verbal il
I
spelling is not disputed. Other aspects of the Northern system were disputed h
by various grammarians, Heremans for example giving "du hebs" etc. as the :i*
I
normal 2nd person singular form, in which he was possibly influenced by the 
pangermanic theories of Dautzenburg and Van den Hoven; a'-dt' spelling is 
naturally not found in the 2nd person singular form in his system, but this i
does not affect the validity of the statement given earlier, to the effect 
that he was a follower of the '-dt' system.
After I8 5 O: the Reformers.
The first reformer is Kluit in 1777, who although preceding the title of 
this section by almost a century, deserves entry here rather than in the 
earlier sections, since his wish was to reform the spelling, not merely 
to perpetuate an old tradition. In defending the '-t' system, which was almost 
entirely obsolete long before the time of his witing, he acknowledges that 
the forms "brandt, vindt" etc. are descended from "brandet, vindet" etc., but, 
he points out, older texts also used "baatet, stortet, leezest" and none 
suggested adopting "baatt, stortt, leezst"; why then should "wordt" be treated 
in this way? The true spelling should be "wort, vint, brant" etc., just as 
he also felt that '-t' should be used in Nouns (see chap.5), giving no weight 
to the claims of gelijkvormigheid. The only reason why "wordt" looks 
acceptable whereas such as "baatt" do not is that the former is an established 
usage (kept in use no doubt by the '-dt' variant in nouns), whereas the latter 
is no longer in use (though it was indeed in use once, see above & chap.17); 
to this situation he philosophically resigns himself with the comment that 
"tegen een algemeen gebruik, hoe kwaad 00k, is het vergeefs te worstelen".
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Land, insofar as he concerned himself with these forms, felt that "gy ?|
I
hatt (of hat)" would be better, though he adopted neither of these forms. j
Kollewijn had no objections to the existing '-dt' system perpetuated by De '
Vries & Te Winkel; "dat men schrijft:'ik red', met een 'd', 'hij redt' met 
'dt', schoon wij in beide gevallen uitspreken 'ret', j hebben er niets tegen; 
en de moeite om te onthouden dat de derde persoon van de onvoltooid
tegenwoordige tijd een 't' achter de stem krijgt en de eerste niet, is zo




Some of Kollewijn's followers were more radical. Van den Bosch, for |
example (p.50) wrote: "Baseer allés op de klank, en laat een 'd' een 'd' zijn, f
een 't' een 't', enz.. Laat het kind zelf de spelling van 'ik wort, hij wort, 
je wort, bevrijt, hoet, goet', en zoo voort aan zijn spraak mogen bepalen". I'l
Wille sees such radical proposals as the logical consequence of granting the 
desiderata of Kollewijn's "Voorstellen": "wat zou dan ten laatste behoeven 
;feegen te houden, de drieledige voorstelling van 't' (t, d, dt) te vereenvoud- 
igen tot altijd 't'? 'reit' voor 'rijd, rijdt, rijt'?". The forms "zout, 
wout" are actually included in the grammar written by Talen, Kollewijn and 
Hettema. Van den Bosch's reliance on children would have been supported by 
Marsman, who later suggested that the new spelling commission should include 
a man of 80 (for the conservative view) and a child of 8 (for radicality),- 
see Gerlach Royen "Romantiek" p.30. In 1908 J.Huisman similarly suggested 
"hat, deet", along the same lines as Van den Bosch (see chap.5).
The forerunner of the latest reform movements was Van deb Heuvel in 1933, 
where verbal spellings were his main concern. He did not like the presence of 
a different consonant ib "noemt, noemde", but felt this to be tolerable since 
the pronunciation was a good guide. He also disliked the pairs "beleeft, 
beleefd" - verb and adjective, "vertelt, verteld" - present tense and past 
participle, etc., but "deze moeilijkheid is bij het aanleren van de zeer 
eenvoudig geworden vervoeging en van de onderscheiding der woordsoorten 
gemakkelijk te overwinnen". This new system was acheived by dropping 
superfluous letters, e.g. in "antwoorde" (cf. chap.17),- "evenzo vervalt bij 





introduction of "noemjynoemde" into the argument on verbal spelling shows that 
he was thinlcing along the lines followed by a large part of the 17th century 
and other periods, using "hij vind" alongside "hij leerd".
In contrast to this the more recent movements suggested the use of '-t', 
e.g. "jij, hij vint", as being in line with the pronunciation, and thus more 
natural to use. The way for this was laid open by the dbudy of Van der Velde 
in 1956, when he criticised the shortcomings of education in Dutch language 
and grammar, as manifested in misspellings of verb forms. At first he did not 
wish to be a reformer of the spelling, but rather of the teaching system, 
though he later gave his support to the and their proposals, rejecting 
the accepted rule: "Zonder Spieghels onzalige vinding en introduktie van de 
gelijkvromigheidsregel zou de uitspraak automatisch aanvaard zijn als de basis 
voor de spelling der werkwoordelijke vormen".
Before the formulation of these proposals however, another voice had been 
raised in favour of a simplified spelling, that of Rombouts: "Waar we 't'... 
horen, schrijven we 00k 't'... *ik vint, hij vint, zij vinden, hij stont, zij 
stonden'"(p.3A)• This system is thus phonetically based, both with respect to 
past tense forms, on a par with nouns and adjectives (see chap.5, and also 
below), and for the present tense '-dt' forms: "Van alle werkwoorden op 'den' 
of 'ten' eindigt de ik-vorm op 't': 'ik laat' is zowel een vorm van 'laden' als 
van 'laten'. Hieruitvolgt dat alle enkelvoudige persoonsvormen van de onv. 
teg. tijd gelijk zijn. ... In de verleden tijd van de sterke werkwoorden is 
het presies hetzelfde: de stam gaat weer op 't' uit; het enige verschil is de 
klankverandering: 'zitten, zit, zat; binden, bint, bont'. Ook hier dus vallen 
alle persoonsvormen in het enkelvoud samen. Voor het meervoud bestond deze 
gelijkheid al eerder" (p.3&).
This argument was also adopted by the VWS who similarly reject the rule of 
gelijkvormigheid. They pressed also for its adoption in the government
i
reports, and pointed out once more that the rule which justifies the '-dt* in Jlij
.
"vindt" could also justify '-tt' in "hij laatt, groett" (see Paardekoper in '
i'chap. 17). Such a reform did not fall within the terms of reference of the .j j
1966 "Rapport" however, though requests to this effect were acknowledged: "Van I;
vender strekkende voorstellen, zoals ... voor de spelling van de werkwoords-
2 7 ^
vormen heeft de commissie zich onthouden, daar ditaalles te ver buiten |
I
haar opdracht ligt" (p.38). |
Naturally this did not satisfy the reformers, and they continued to press
Î;
for the '-t' spelling. With the "Eindvoorstellen" of 1969 the committee did -
finally concede to these pressures, although they did not accept the *-t* I
system, favoring instead the '-d* as proposed earlier by Van den Heuvel. This 
was presumably in line with their retention of the *-d' spelling in nouns, and 
the gelijkvormigheid rules in general. Thus "hij vind, wij vinden" would fall
1|
in line with "hand, handen". This is admittedly a simplification of a 
spelling which, on the evidence of Van de Velde, was causing much confusion
I
for school-children, though it is in some ways less ideal than the ’-t* 
system (hij vint), since it constitutes an exception to a simple rule, namely 
that '-t' is added in certain person-forms. The '-t* system on the other hand 
yields a fully consistent system, with "ik vint, hij vint" obeying the same 
simplification rule as "ik groet, hij greet", and "ik vint, wij vinden"forming 
a parallel to "hant, handen". Since the %ndvoorstellen did not propose the 
'-t* spelling for nouns, however, it would have been highly inconsistent had 
they proposed the "hij vint" spellings, and in their desire to retain the 
gelijkvormigheid rules the "hij vind" system is put forward with some 
justification.
This report in its turn did not satisfy the reformers in the VWS, who ||
still pressed for ’~t*. Their suggested amendments are discussed in the 
periodical "Levende Talen" 1 9 7 0  (p.4 -8 6 )  and 1 9 7 1  (p.1 4 ) :  "De commissie 
Pee-Wesselings heeft voor het werkwoord de analogieregel gedeeltelijk laten 
varen (- i.e. '-t' is dropped from "hij vindt"), de DON (= Didactiek Commissie
I
van de sectie Nederlands, for"Levende Talen") zou ook de gelijkvormigheidsregel - j
overboord willen gooien. Zolang name11jk ’verteld’ en ’vertelt’ naast elkaar I
blijven bestaan, houdt de tragédie (der werkwoordsvormen) aanI Dat impliceert ;
j
dan: dat ook de werkwoordsvormen waarvan de stam op een ’d ’ eindigt, in -i
1 . 2 . 3 . 6 V .  uitsluitend een ’-t’ krijgen: ’jij/hij/u koopt, vint, wort’. ...
Hier dient, wellicht ten overvloede, opgemerkt te worden, dat het hoofdzakelijk 
dit foneem (= /t/) is, dat in het spelonderwijs, vooral met betrekking tot 
de werkwoordsvormen, verantwoordelijk gesteld kan worden voor de schrikbarend
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hoeveelheid tijd die het spelonderwijs vergt".
The proposals of the Eindvoorstellen are criticised from the other side 
by Van den Berg (NTg. 3/71), who describes the inflexion of verb forms in the 
current system, formed by the adition of the phonetically superfluous person- 
ending :-t' to the stem ending in '-d'. The supplementary rules,- that ’-dt* 
is pronounced /1/, and that ’-tt’ is simplified to ’t’, do not affect the 
regularity of this system ’’op grond van de regel van de gelijkvormigheid. ...
De manier van spellen waarbij een productief procès in de Nederlandse taal 
zichtbaar gemaakt wordt, biedt aan het kijkende oog een praktische informatie 
voor de interprétatie van de functie van de werkwoopdsvormen, Verbanging van 
’antwoordt’ door ’antwoord’ en van ’antwoordde’ door ’antwoorde’ is ten 
opzichte van het interpretatieve gemak van de vigerende spelling een 
achteruitgang: de syntactische functie van ’antwoord’ is niet meer zichtbaar; 
de temporale en modale functie van ’ antwoorde’ evenmin". This, as criticism 
of the forms "antwoord, vind, houd", is justifiable, though the argument does 
not hold for all examples, only those such as "antwoord" where there exists a 
noun identically spelt. The abandonment of a universal rule, that ’t ’ is 
added in certain persons, is a point against the ’-d’ system. Although this 
would not be true of the ’-t’ system. Van den Berg is hot discussing this here, 
only the recommendations of the Eindvoorstellen. And although it can be 
pointed out that verbs such as "zetten, redden" already show this multiplicity 
of function which he criticises in "antwoorde", e.g. "wij redden" can be past 
or present, indicative or subjunctive, all without causing any confusion, this 
argument can be countered, as it so often has been, and with a certain a mount 
of justification, with the claim that unavoidable homonymy in a few cases is 
no reason for abandoning differentiational spellings automatically created by 
the "productief procès" of verb-formation.
Van den Berg is also opposed to the ’-t’ spelling, and"phonetic" spellings 
of many varieties, in that they produce a great number of homographs, e.g. 
"antwoorde, zinkt (from "zingen" or "zinken"), licht (noun, adjective, "liggen, 
lichten"), hout (= "hout, houdt, houwt)" etc.. This can be countered by 
pointing out that these already exist as homonyms in the spoken language, with 
little confusion, and that similar homographs already exist, e.g. "plant" from
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"plannen" or "planten"(though this is not a spoken homonym), "tast, getast" 
from "tasten, (op)tassen" etc.,-the context always makes clear which is meant. 
That Van den Berg is opposed to any reform such as that put forward in the 
Eindvoorstellen is made evident by the strong words which close his article: 
"vereenvoudiging van de spelling ... voor enkele gevallen te doen, lèidt maar 
tot regels met uitzonderingen, die nieuwe onvoldaanheid en nieuwe spellingonrust 
scheppen, Het is onverantwoord ten opzichte van een zo redelijke spelling als 
de Nederlandse met spellingwijzigingen te komen zonder een gedegen voorafgaande 
studie van de principes die communicatie via geschreven taal optimaal maken",
A modification of verbal spelling along the lines suggested by the 
Eindvoorstellen is certainly in some ways a simplification therefore, though 
it does make for inconsistency and "regels met uitzonderingen". That a 
consistently phonemic spelling, with "hij vint, wort" etc., would cause little 
confusion despite the increased number of homonyms is amply shown by its 
almost totally consistent application in Middle Dutch, where such forms are 
in the majority. The contemporary readers of Middle Dutch were probably not 
superior to modern readers in discerning the meaning of any homograph 
encountered in the text, and seem to have experienced little difficulty.
There will be cases, of course, where the context is not without ambiguity. 
Mulisch, in his treatise of 1972, picks on one such example from a poem by 
Achterberg, beginning: "Uw doodgedeelte blindt/zintuigen en seizoenen". Here 
the word "blindt" is marked by its ’-dt’ spelling as being a verb, derived 
from the more normal "verblinden". Were the new spelling with ’-t’ adopted 
the the verb form "blint" would be indistinguisizable from the adjective, and 
since "blinden" is not a frequently used verb in Dutch the reader would asume 
that "blint" was indeed the adjective (the same holds if the "hij vind" type 
spelling is adopted). Mulisch’s point is that the ability to distinguish 
in writing between the verb and the adjective enables him to acheive a 
greater flexibility in language use, a flexibiüfcy which is essential for the 
poem by Achterberg. Again it must be pointed out however that other forms 
such as "laat" already have this ambiguity in the written form, and the 
difference between the adjective "laat" and the verb "laat" is not 
representable on paper. In the poem he quotes, moreover, the verb "blindt"
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would be indistinguishable from the adjective "blind" if the poem were read 
aloud; surely he does not think the written form of a poem more basic than 
the spoken form? The conclusion to be drawn from this is that in no matter 
what spelling system is adopted,there will almost certainly be cases where 
ambiguity could be avoided were certain other rules adopted; this is not 
however a valid reason for adopting such rules. It is a valuable contribution 
to the argument for the retention of such a rule, but is only of secondary 
importance if matters of simplicity or elegance are opposed to it. It is a 
feature of these cases where ambiguity is avoided that they only apply in 
limited numbers of examples, yet are used to argue for or against spelling 
rules applying to whole classes of words. Their importance is also often 
exaggerated, or overestimated (see chap. 18).
’-dt' in the past tense of strong verbs, e.g. "hij stondt"
During the currency of the ’-dt’ for ’-d’ spelling it was quite normal 
and regular to use ’-dt’ in the past tense of strong verbs whose stem ended 
in ’-d’, such as "ik stondt, hij deedt". In the 2nd person singular form 
the ’-dt’ was a contraction of ’-det’ however, and as such lived on after the 
general demise of the ’-dt’ for ’-d' system. Borne spelling systems on the 
other hand used ’-dt’ in the third person past tense forms, where there was 
no justification for it.
A large number of instances of ’-dt’ used in the 1st and 3rd person forms 
can be located, but by far the majority of them constitute merely the use of 
'-dt’ in error, just as it is possible to find occasional uses of ’-dt’ in 
nouns amidst normal ’-d’ spellings. These are quite distinct from the 
regular and anomalous use of ’-dt’ in the 3rd (and sometimes 1st) person form. 
Only when a inciter (or his printer) regularly uses ’-d’ in nouns, adjectives, 
participles etc, and regularly uses such forms as "hij hadt" is it certain 
that he is following this system, and such regularity only really appears in 
the later years of the 17th century. Instances from earlier in the century 
are inconclusive (they can be found in %)iegel, Bontekoe, Bredero, De Ruyter, 
De Si^ raen and others).
One of the earliest definite users of this system was Sewel, who quite
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spécifiéally states in his 1691 dictionary that "T Behoud ik liefst in de 
derde persoon der woorden, ’hy Bidt, vindt, stondt...’"(see above). An 
example of this usage of his is the phrase "de ketel stondt op drie poten" 
included in the "Verhandeling" on Dutch spelling in all editions of his 
dictionary. Verwer, another '-d' speller (see chap.5),gives the verb 
conjugations as "...gy hadt, hy hadt,...gy/hy wordt, wierdt..."etc. (p.40,43).
The reverse phenomenon is found, however, in the normal ’-dt' speller 
E.G.P. who conjugates: "Ik hadde oft ik had, Gy hadt, Hy hadt of had,... Ik,
Gy, Hy, Gyl. wierdt". The latter is regular according to his ’-dt’ system, but 
the listing of ’-d’ in "ik had, hy had" can only be explained by the 
co-existence of the longer forms "hadde", so that the ’-d’ spelling is meant 
to represent a voiced quality in the final consonant.
Kramer lists the same forms as Sewèl: "had, hadt, hadt, hadden..,, wierd, 
wierdt, wierdt, w i e r d e n . w i t h  ’-dt’ in both 2nd and third person forms.
Two of the most consistent users of this system, and probably the most 
influential, were Huydecoper and Wagenaar, who regularly used "hadt, wierdt, 
verstondt, geboodt, hieldt, deedt" etc. in the 3rd person, e.g. in the former 
"... alsof ’er stondt"(1.33), "hadt" (1.37), and innumerable examples in his 
defence of Corneille. In the first person he uses ’-d’. In his republication 
of Huydecoper’s Proeve Van Lelyveld raised objections to this system: "Ik 
(meet),by deeze gelegenheid, aanteekenen, dat men by onze meeste Schryvers, 
waaronder ook VONDEL, HUYDECOPER, WAGENAAR, alsmede de Vertalers van den 
Staten Bybel, geschreven vindt ’hy hadt, hy vondt, hy stondt, hij deedt’, en 
diergelijken. Doch, mijns bedunkens, zeer kwalijk" (1.92). clearly thinks 
that this is still a common usage at the time of writing in 1782, though he 
does not say if he has taken these users’ other ’-d(t)’ spellings into 
consideration; certainly the Bible translators and Vondel used ’-dt’ in other 
cases where ’-d’ is used now (see chap.5).
It would seem to be largely the usage of Huydecoper and Wagenaar which was 
instrumental in keeping this system alive, for Sewel dropped it in his later 
editions. The early works of Staring abound in these forms, e.g. in "Adolf 
en Emma": "Zij zelve al snikkend, hem een sluier/ 0m ’t midden bondt/ Waarop 
met letters, nat van tranen/ Geschreeven stondt...". Other users from this
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period include Mestingh and, towards the end of the century, Chalmot. The 
latter also uses ’-dt’ in the 1st person, e.g. "vondt" in the introduction
p.xxi, unlike in the Sewel-Huydecoper system.
In the latter half of the century several grammars came out against such
spellings, in addition to the comments of Van Lelyveld mentioned earlier. The
society "Concordia..." for example claim to emulate Huydecoper in all spellings 
except "in den derden persoon, in het enkelvoudig getal, van den onvolmaakten 
verleeden tyd, van het werlcwuord ’hebben’, dat wy schryven ’had’ zonder ’t’"; 
"bad, leed" etc. in the 3rd person are used similarly alongside "badt, leedt" 
in the 2nd person singular. This comment was later welcomed by another 
society, "Dulces ante omnia rausae" in their Proeve (1.88).
Elzevier commented in 1761 that "de derde persoon alleen in D eindigen raoet 
... ’ik vlood, gij vloodt, hij vlood”’ (p.99). And Pieterson, although he 
felt that the normal ’-dt’ in verbs "bleek ... zo regelmaatig te zyn, als nodig 
om waargenoomen te worden", opposed this anomalous usage: "Hoe keurig veele 
schryvers ook schryven, als zy dien derden persoon van der onv. Voorl. T. in 
DT doen eindigen, kan men gerustlyk zeggen, dat zy zich zelven niet gelyk zyn: 
want in andere werkwoorden bezigen zy in den zelfden persoon geen T, dat ook 
niet kan geschieden". Thus, since such as "viel" only have ’-t’ in the 2nd 
person, so too must such as "stond, deed". As authority for this view he 
quotes the usage of Moonen and Huydecoper (l),"schoon zy niet opzettelyk 
daarover geschreeven hebben" (Rhapsodia III). Like Elzevier he makes no 
mention of the use of ’-dt’ inthe 1st person, and this is probably a very 
minor usage.
The same is also true of Bolhuis: "In den 3. pers. enkelv. is "hij beminde, 
liep’ zonder ’t’; derhalven ook niet ’hij hadt, deedt, vondt, wierdt”'. The 
fact that such comments occurred in more than just a few grammars, and over a 
reasonable span of time, suggests that the practice was fairly widespread.
One of the very few grammars to retain these forms was C.W.Holtrop in 
1783: "BIDDEN, ik BID, ik BAD. gij, hij BIDT, BADT. ZENDEN, ik ZEND, ik ZOND, 
gij, hij ZENDT, ZOîTOT - veelen schijnt deze T alhier overtollig" (p.47). He 
personally felt the bare ’-d’ inaccurate in terms of the sound heard. Wester 
recalls the first Sewel system in avoiding ’-dt’ in the 1st person imperfect
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but using it in the 2nd and 3rd, possibly by analogy with the present tense 
(which may well be the ultimate cause of the system),
This use of the anomalous ’-dt’ must still have been knoim in the 19th 
century, since it is criticised by Sd.egenbeek and by Smits, the former in his 
treatise "Verhandeling over de invloed der welluidendheid,..’’,p.l56. He only 
refers to it in the 3rd person, but obits (p.79) appears to have known of it 
in the 1st person too: "De ’t ’ is overtollig in ’ik vindt, ik vondt, hij vondt", 
just as in nouns, though it is quite regular in second person forms as a 
contraction of ’-det’ (e.g. "gij vondet"). His mention of "ik vindt" in the 
present tense suggests, however, that he may be referring to a more general 
confusion of ’-dt’ and ’-d’, either as anomalies or as part of a regular 
system (as in earlier centuries), rather than to the regular "hij vondt" 
system. The erroneous use of ’-dt’ in the 3rd person singular did not last 
very long into the 19th century as a common spelling, and this may well have 
been influenced by the decline of "gij" forms with ’-t’ in favour of "jij" 
forms without ("gij zongt: jij zong"), so that no past tense forms had a ’t’ 
and the material for a false analogy was removed.
This development led to a new, but similar, anomaly; some writers now 
added a pseudo-inflexional ’-t’ to the "jij"form. Gerlach Royen (p.213) 
records one instance of this: "Terwijl deze auteur (ina Boudier-Bakker) als 
elk schoolkind nauwkeurig de ’-t’ akkuraat schrijft en weglaat in het 
werkwoordtype ’jij geeft, jij gaf: geef je, gaf je', is ze die schoolse kennis 
kwijt, wanneer het werkwoorden op ’-d’ betreft:
"’Je werdt daar altijd treurig’, ’Maar je fiadt mooie nieuwe laarsjes aan’
... ’je vondt, je stondt, je leedt, je hieldt’. ... En evenzo met een
’hyperkorrekte’ ’-t’ in de vragende woordorde: *Daarin rijdt je naar de sppor’
... ’vindt je, hadt je, werdt je, deedt je, vondt je”'.
Such usage is unusual however and most v/riters followed the normal system. 
The spelling of these forms was later affected by the suggested changes in the 
spelling of final ’-d’, those who supported ’-t’ in such as "woort, hant" also 
supporting "ik, jij, hij, stont, vont" etc., just as is found for all ’-t’ 
spellers throughout the centuries. The removal of the ’-dt’ formin the
present tense would, as earlier with the demise of the "gij" form, remove a
source of false analogy.
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Sujnmary;
Grammars regularly using or proposing ’-d’ in weak verbs:
North: Van der 3chuere, Van Gherwen, Ampzing, Plemp, Winschooten,
Duikerius, M.S., Keugelenburg, llalcvoord, Gelliers, De Vin,
Van Belle, Schütz, "Kern", Si nice 1, Van Rhyn, Zeydelaar, "Kunst", 
Pepliers, "Nuttig en Noodig", Marin, Halma.
South: Lambrecht, Van der Ghucht, Van Geesdalle, Ballieu, Van Belleghem,
Boterdael, Janssens, Van Daele.
Grammars regularly using or proposing ’-dt' in weak verbs:
Voorreden, Van Engelen (neither discuss)
Grammars regularly using ’-d’ in strong verbs:
Lambrecht, Van der Schuere, Van Gherwen, Plemp, Duikerius, De Vin, 
Janssens, (some examples may be weak conjugations)
Grammars recommending ’-d’ in strong verbs:
Van Geesdalle.
Others not mentioned use ’-t’ in wealc or strong verbs.
Grammars recommending ’-d’ in '-d'-stem verbs:
North: Van der Schuere, Van Gherwen, De Hubert, Ampzing, Winschooten,
Gargon, Duikerius, Hakvoord, Ten Kate, Marin, Schutz, "Kern",
Van Rhyn, Van Belle, Winkelman; Van den Heuvel, Eindvoorstellen.
South: Lambrecht, La Grue, Van Geesdalle,"Grammaire plus exacte", Steven,
Bincken, Verpoorten, "Snoeymes",Des Roches, Van Belleghem,
Boterdael,"Letterschik", Janssens, "Inleyding",Van Daele,
"Grondregels", Van Hasendonck, Terbruggen, Behaegel, Visschers.
Grammars recommending ’-t’ in ’-d’-stem verbs:
North: De Heuiter, Van Heule, Dafforne, Montanus, Beyer, Van Helderen,
Nyloe, Hilarides, Kuyper; Kluit, Land, Huisman, Rombouts, VWS.
South: none, though it does occur both in grammars and literature.
Grammars recommending ’-dt’ in ’-d’-stem verbs:
North: Twe-spraack, Leupenius, Van der Weyden, Niervaart, Nil Volentibus,
Pels, Van Attevelt, Sewel, Moonen, Verwer, De Vin, Huydecoper,
Elzevier, Zeydelaar, "Kunst", "Dulces", Pieterson, Stijl, etc.etc.. 
South: Kilian, Plantijn, Binnart, E.G.P.; De Neckere, De Simpel,
Willems, Belg. Commission, etc.
Grammars recommending ’-dt’ in 3rd person singular only: Sewel, Wester.
Grammars recommending ’-dt’ in 2nd person singular only: De Haes,Van der Palm.
Ghronolo^ry;
Most dates are of necessity extremely approximate, and examples can be
found in most periods contrary to the main trends here indicated. To
illustrate each type of verb conjugation the words "worden" (’-d’-stem),
"spelen" (weak verb with ’-de' in the imperfect), "nemen" (strong verb with 
sjjem ending in voiced consonant), are used in the appropriate form.
- 1600 mostly phonetic spelling "speelt, neemt, wort"; gelijkvormigheid 
"wordt" also common especially in South, as also "speeld’,’
1600 - 1620 "speeld" spreads, especially in the North; "wort/wordt" both
standard, "word" uncommon; "wordt" especially in the South, and 
"wort" in the North, though not at all fixed,
1620 - 1630 "word, speeld" spread, influenced by adoption of "hand, woord"
system in nouns; "wort" now less common. , Uj
1630 - 1650 "speeld, word" still frequent, "neemd" uncommon; "wordt, speelt" 
predominate.
1650 - 1680 "speeld, word/wort" become slightly less common;mostly "wordt, 
speelt".
1680 - 1750 "speeld, word" revived; "speelt, wordt" equally common, due to
influence of Sewel and Moonen, "wort"(Nyloe, Kuyper) rai-e, and 
dies out completely later on.
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1750 - lo04 The North/South split:
North: "speeld, word" abandoned in favour of "speelt, wordt",
under influence of Huydecoper, Sewel, Moonen, "wort" 
only in Kluit.
South: "word" becomes standard, especially under the influence
of Des Roches and Bincken; "speeld" still common.
1804-ff North; Siegenbeek confirms "speelt, wordt" as regular forms.
South: "word" continues, especially influenced by Behaegel and
Terbruggen; often defended on patriotic grounds,
"speeld" now uncommon,
1839 South: Belgian Commission adopts Northern verbal spellings.
1900ff Reform moves: Huisman, Van den Bosch propose "wort", 1908, 1893.
Van den Heuvel proposes "word", 1933
Van de Velde shows inadequacies of ’-dt* system, 1956
Rombouts, Van de Velde, Paardekoper, VWS propose "wort",
1957ff.
Eindvoorstellen propose "word", in line with retention of 
gelijkvormigheid system.
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Chapter 7r '-f & '-v', '-fde' & ’-vde', '-ft' & '-vt'.
To say that the spelling of words with a final *— v ’ is common would be 
misleading. All the same it has a respectable, though largely elusive and 
often controversial history, and does not deserve the scant attention meted 
in most surveys of the history of spelling, "Tegen het einde van de achttiende 
eeuw beproefden sommigen o.a, de jonge Staring de konsekwente spelling 'diev, 
haaz', maar dit ging te zeer in tegen een algemeen gebruik" is all that De 
Vooys (Spraakk, §.33) tells, whereas Jan te Winkel (p,104) picked out two 
other examples: "(Pars) schreef aan het eind en voor medeklinkers eene 'v', 
waar de analogie het vorderde, in plaats van eene 'f, maar vend geene 
navolging, dan bij enkelen, zoals E. Zeydelaar". This spelling actually begins 
long before the end of the 18th century (W.N.T, yields examples from c.1725 
onwards), predating even Pars by over 50 years, and it is unlikely that Pars 
was of direct influence on Zeydelaar, as their systems differ in other areas.
Indeed the very earliest sign of such forms is to be found two hundred 
years before Staring, in the spelling reform thoughts of Sexagius. To be true 
he does not use 'v' in final position, but this is because he does not use 
'u, V, w' in the normal way. Because of the influence of Latin usage Sexagius 
decided to use the letters 'u' and 'v' without discrimination for both /u/ and 
/w/ (e.g. "zuac"), and ignored the letter 'w'. The use of the letter-forms 
'u,v' depended solely on the position in the word - initial 'v', medial 'u' - 
as was the contemporary practice of most printers/writers. However this left 
him with no letter for /v/, with the result that, again under Latin influence, 
he suggested resurrecting the inverted digamma (like an inverted capital 'F') 
first mooted by the Roman Emperor Claudius.
As Sexagius is on the whole a phonetic speller (cf, chap.5), it is 
interesting to note the way he uses this letter, and in particular the fact 
that he wishes to use this letter, representing a voiced consonant, at the end 
of a word. Goemans (L.B. IV,113) pointed out that the words spelt by him with 
’-F' (as it will here be represented for typographical reasons, though it 
should be inverted) correspond to Middle Dutch forms with '-ve', whereas those 
spelt with '-f correspond to a Middle Dutch '-f, suggesting a still somewhat
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voiced final consonant in the former words. Against this it must be borne in 
mind that Sexagius quite rigorously only adopts his new spellings after he 
has discussed them; this means that the letter 'F' does not appear until 
after he has suggested it and defended it, which, being almost at the end of the 
book (fol. D5) leaves all the ’- f  spellings before it, with very few 
exceptions, and ’-F' spellings after. The exceptions are "liif, lof, volf" /I
in the vocabulary, for which words Goemans’s statement is applicable.
In view of this the forms "gaaF, haaF, raaF, graaF, beeF, keeF, 1§§F, 
n§§F, screeF, k§iF, F§iF, zgiF, looF" (the only examples with final ’-F’) 
should not be thought of as gelijkvormigheid spellings, though they are 
certainly the first instances of ’-v' forms (with 'F' = 'v'), and may have I
influenced some later users.
He certainly got a reaction from De Heuiter: "hou wel t'Sestich die zelve 
(’F*) gaerne weder in tliht zoude breingen, zorge dat hij niet mere dan Keizer 
Claudius zal verwarven". It is possible to read a certain amount of sympathy 
in this sentence, but no concrete results were to come of Sexagius’s idea.
The first grammar ever to moot actual ’-v’ spellings is Dafforne in 1627, 
though he only does so tentatively: "V is de verlenging Letter in ’Graef, 
schreef, blyf, schoof, druyf’: als blykt in ’Grave, schreve, blyve, schove, 
druyve’: Nochtans en schryft men gheen ’graev, schrev’ etc. end’ zo zulx in 
ghewoonte ware, ’t en zoude zo vreemd niet zyn, als het in uyterlyke gedaente 
schynt'* (p.98). To Dafforne belongs the honour of being the first to realise 
that the use of the gelijkvormigheid spelling so eagerly defended before him 
by the Twe-spraack and by Van der Schuere demanded, for consistency, the use 
of final ’-v’. He also does right to point out that the unfamiliarity of any 
new spelling is a major factor against its adoption.
It was to be a further eight years before another instance of the use of 
’-v’ where modern spelling has ’f ’ is to be found, this time in Montanus. The 
intervening statement of the Bible translators that ’’V. consonans nunquam in | 
fine vocis scribendam" does not imply that they had seen such spellings. f
Montanus’s motivation is different from Dafforne’s however, as are the results. 
As he is not concerned with a gelijkvormigheid but with a phonetic spelling 
system he does not use final ’-v’, but does use ’-vde', as in "ik vertoef, ic
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vertoevde" (p.59), and in the poem on the title page "Letter op wat vreemde 
vi'uchten/ Deez’ gedelvden Berch hier geeft". On p.25 he gives as misprints 
in the text "'f’ voor 'v ’ ... als in ’ic leefde’... voor ’leevde’", and in his 
section on "Letterwisseling" (p.122) he lists the change "’v ’ in ’f ’’Lijf, 
lijven; geef, geeve. leef, leevde; lof, lovdicht’",- clearly phonetic spellings 
having little connection with gelijkvarmigheid. These are therefore not 
equatable with ’-v’ spellings, but are just as significant, also being helpful 
in reducing contemporary unfamiliarity with any other ’-v’ spellings, thereby 
laying open the path for later final ’-v’ advocates.
The first of these begin to appear, rather haphazardly, not long after 
this. One of the earliest users was Huygens: "ick derv" rhymes with "kerf" in 
Oogentroost line 651 (l647), "slaev" appears in Matroos, line 39, "derv ick" 
in Zeestraat lines 83, 174 (1667), "om roov en sold" in Matroos line 12, "erv, 
derv"in Daghwerk line 162-3, and "kuyv, druyv" in Kostelick Mai, line 243-4* 
"Blijv, ontschrijv, geloov, derv" etc. also appear in the many smaller epigrams 
(see for example "Spiegel van de Nederlandse Poezie" ed. Van Vriesland, vol I, 
p.263,268, 276, 280)o Some of these examples (e.g. "derv ick") could be dye 
to assimilation, some may be merely due to the omission of an apostrophe after 
eliding the final syllable for the sake of the line length (e.g. "gaev" for 
"gave" in Daghwerk, and "geloov ick" alongside "(het)geloof" loc.cit.). They 
are far from common, let alone consistent, yet they do occur.
A few examples are to be found in the contemporary anthology "Klioos 
Kraam (vol II,1657), in the works of Sanderus: "gestoovt, lievt, beloovden, 
geloov" (pp.258,259,357,358). Normally he uses ’-f’ however, including all 
his poems in the first volume of the previous year. It is certainly not a 
spelling of the editor (Hintjus), but whether it is Sanderus’s own or that of 
the printer of the work from which Rintjus extracted the poems is a different 
problem.
Much more eminent examples of this usage can be found in the works of 
Hooft and Vondel, - at least according to Nil Volentibus in their Verhandeling, 
dating from the early 1670’s but only published in 1728. First they mention 
(p.5) the change of medial ’v ’ to final ’f ’: "wy spreeken ’staf, graf, graaf, 
slaaf, lyf, wyf, lief, grof, doof, kloof, droef, sleuf, turf’, enz. in de
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plaetse van 'stav, grav, graav, slaav, lyv, wyv, liev, grov, doov, üoov, 
droev, sleuv, turv”’ despite the inflected forms "staven" etc.. They then go 
on to point out (p.12-17) examples from those writers just mentioned, together 
with Huygens, of *-v' spellings rhyming with '-f* spellings, thereby showing 
that ’-v’ and *-f’ represent the same sound (which is the subject of their 
discussion, hot spelling per se). The examples they give are "Hov/stof", 
"hoofd/geloovd" (Huygens in Hofwijk and Obgentroost respectively), "af/grav" 
in Hooft’s Baeto (line 537-8), ’’Stav/af’’ in the chorus of act II of Vondel’s
Palamedes, and ’’hoofd/geloovd’ ibid. act I,
Unfortunately the writers do not indicate which editions of these various
works they are using, nor even if they are using examples from before 1672-3
or (less likely) 1728. An extensive, but not exhaustive, search through texts 
earlier than 1675 (Hofwijk 1653; Korenbloemen I658, 1672; Baeto 1626, I636, 
1642, 1644, 1658, 1671; Palamedes 1625, 1626, I630, 1652, I66O, 1662,c.1675) ]
failed to yield the sources of any except the Huygens (see above, also to be 
found in the collected works ed. Worp). Assuming that the published text of 
the Verhandeling was unaltered between the time of writing and 1728, then 
these examples probably date from at the latest the mid 1670’s.
It cannot be ruled out however that they are not referring to actual but 
to potential spellings, their meaning being that, for example, a word with 
final /-f/ from an inflected form with /-v-/ can rhyme vrith a word with final 
/-f/ from an inflected form with /-f-/. This would explain the difficulty in
finding the sources, but not their placing of such spellings on a par with
"hebt/schept, ach/dag" etc. and with the common (relatively speaking) ’-v’ 
spellings of Huygens. That they had actually seen ’-v’ spellings in Hooft 
and Vondel must be regarded as probable.
In 1681 a few more examples can be found in Lodensteyn’s "Uytspanningen" 
of that year, though he himself died four years earlier. The examples, 
especially in "Het jonge en onbecommert leven" include "geev" (penultimate 
line, cf. "geev”’ line 7), "blijv" (line 70) and "Die Jesumi liev niet liev en
heeft" (line 92, elsewhere "lief, e.g. 4 verses before).
So far only isolated examples have been located, but they must be much 
more common, for they are certainly frequent enough to annoy Winschooten
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intensely in 1683: "soo de uitspraak een F vereist, soude het niet een groote 
sloffigheid sijn deese Letter te veranderen in een V? en soo ook een V te 
schrijven in de plaats van een eF? wel aan dan schrijf altijd, soo gij spreekt: 
en derhalven en schroomd niet te schrijven ’vijf, lijf, liefde*, want ik en 
weet niet wat viesigheid ik mij inbeeld te hooren, als ik lees 'vijv, lijv, 
lievde*: dewijl de kragt van deF (sic) in al sulke woorden niet dan al te 
klaar gehoord werd". This is a strange argument from one who felt that 
"sommigen zijn soo dom, dat sij een T gebruiken ... in ’lant’" (see chap.5), 
and is typical of the inconsistency of most v/riters, whose main motive for 
rejecting *-v’ is, basically, tradition. Few are honest enough to admit (like 
Dafforne) that unfamiliarity breeds contempt as far as spelling is concerned.
It is not long after Winschooten’s tirade that the first counter-comments 
are to be found, expressly defending the use of ’-v’. Of these the earliest 
comes only three years later, in the preface to Mattheus Gargon’s Nut 
Tijd-verdryv, of 1686: "De ’f’, werp ik uit alle woorden, die van zelvs een 
’v ’ hebben, als ’ geven, leven, dr yven, roven’ en zo voorts, die schryv ik altyd 
met een ’v ’, als ’ik geev, gij leevt, hy dryvt, hy roovde’, en zo voorts". 
Examples from the text of the book include "geev, dievstal, blyvt, drivt, 
stervb’re, givt, heevt, durvt". He later seems to have modified his opinions 
and all his later v/orks, including the 2nd edition of the Nut Tijd-verdyf (sic) 
1696, have the normal ’-f’ forms. When Poeraet discusses Gargon’s spelling, 
in the "Boekzaal" of February 1722 (p.229) he does not even mention such usage.
Such increasingly common occurrences could scarcely be ignored by 
contemporary grammarians, whatever their sympathies, and one by one all the 
major influential works were to react to these forms, invariably rejecting 
themi Sewel was the first, in 1691: "F wil ik liever gebruyken in ’Brief, 
lief, schryf’, enz. als V; hoewel ’ t laatste van eenige geschied, want 7 uyt 
de Klinkletter U eenigsins spruytende, komt heel wel om een Sillaab te 
beginnen,/^er niet zo gevoeglyk, myns oordeels, om die te eyndigen". He
- sJ
quotes English "wife, wives" as a parallel, but this is not accurate since the 
’f’ ms not final in English. This is a moderate condemnation in its tone, but 
the English version is more forceful: "to use (V) instead of F^ at the end of 
a syllable, and to write ’slov, lov’ for ’slof, lof’, I shall never allow to
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be good". Probably he felt it more important to guide foreigners away from 
such a usage, thinking natives better able to judge for themselves.
In fact, despite Sewel’s opposition, for the next few decades the ’-v’ 
spelling was to become quite common. One of the earliest instances elicited 
a comment from Rabus, the editor of the Boekzaal in 1693: "P.v.Hove, woonagtig 
binnen Dordregt, heeft op zijn kosten een boekje laten drukken, waar uit een 
nieuwe spel-konst te leeren is. Te weten, dat men ’di’ voor ’die’,’diinstig’ 
voor ’dienstig’,’niit’ voor ’niet’, ’ziit’ voor ’ziet’, ’waarhiid’ voor 
’waarheld’, ’liivhebber’ voor ’liefhebber’, ’jongge’ voor ’jonge’ enz. meet 
spellen" (July, p.171). This is not a spelling work, as might at first be 
suggested by the wording, but merely a book with an unusual usage. Rabus does 
not specify which book, though it is probably "Tafereel uyt het Hov van Eden" - 
a religious work against the teachings of Dr. Bekker, inritten by a further 
unidentified P. van Hoven (sic), listed in Van der Aa’s bibliography (p.1359), 
likewise printed for "eigen rekening", but given the date 1695. This book 
seems untraceable, but there is a "Verklaringe over ses voorname Texten ... 
(door) Paulus van Hove, Hoedemaker binnen Dordrecht" published in Dordrecht 
in 1682 (in the collection of Amsterdam University Library). This must be the 
same person, though the latter book has a normal spelling.
One year later (l694) I. Sibranda wrote a poem "ter Lov en Roem van ... 
Aeschinus Saagman", containing such spellings as "beev, lov, hov, geevt, heeVt, 
hoovd, beevt, givten, devtig, lievd’". His far-reaching use of ’v ’ for ’f ,  
where there is no question of gelijkvormigheid ("devtig" for example, cf. also 
his spellings "twiivlen, riivlen"), may be influenced by the usage of his 
native Frisian pronunciation, where the tv/o are more nearly alike in sound, thus 
inhibiting less the substitution of the one for the other. Although other 
Frisians used this ’-v’ spelling throughout the period of its currency, it is 
by no means restricted to them. One of the contemporary Frisian ’-v’ spellers 
Was Hilarides, both in his Phaedrus translation of 1695 (selv, selvde, bleev, 
kolv, proev, braav, wolv) and in his Taalgronden of 1705. There is the 
suggestion in his usage of something approaching the situation in Sexagius’s 
system: Hilarides makes a consistent distinction between the types exemplified
by "briev, proev, bleev", where longer ’-ve’ forms exist, spelt by him with
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»-v’, and such as "hoff, loff, gaff", which he always spells with »-ff’.
The earliest full grammar to defend the use of ’-v’ was Duikerius’s 
Schouburgh of 1696. On p.34 he writes "(F) word Icwaalijk agter aan deese 
woorden gevoegd/ ’Zalf, Kalf, Half, Zelf, Elf, Delf, Kolf, Wolf, Dolf, Stijf, 
Wijf, Gerijf’. Om dat hier het meervoud niet door F, maar door V. alleen 
kan aangewezen worden". This is his ideal, but as he states in the 
introduction that he will avoid strange new spellings to lessen confusion for 
young readers, on the whole he uses the standard ’-f’ forms, though ’-v’ 
spellings do slip in, e.g. "Leev, halv-luydende, zelv, zelvs" (p.6,28). "Zelvs" 
can also be found in his Voorbeeldzels of 1693 (e.g. p.581) though it is 
infrequent and no other words show ’-v’ except this, and the related "zelvde".
In fact this forms a distinct sul)-system; several writers, as xd.ll be indicated,
used ’-f’ as normal, but ’-v-’ in "zelvs, zelvde" ( rarely "zelv").
Just as three years earlier the ’-v’ spellings of Van Hove inspired
comment from Rabus ih the Boekzaal, so did another work in 1696. This was the
Wijsen van Oosten, by Van der Linden (see chap.13). Amongst other odd 
spellings of his condemned by Rabus were "heevt, oudwijvze, selv, believd,
Grav". Van der Linden reacted in the introduction of his next book, and in 
a pamphlet titled "Rabbelary van de rabbelende Rabus", defending his system, 
and some of his small circle of supporters wrote other pamphlets ageiinst 
Rabus using the same spellings: e.g. "Lof-Reden op Piet Rab" (behoev, zelvs, 
zelv, halv, briev, Golv, schrijv-wijz, beloovt) and the two-part play "Zeeuwse 
Wedergalm" (liev, etc.)‘I
A book published the following year by Andries Voorstad (who seems to 
have had an inclination toawrds books with strange spellings, cf. Van Alkemade 
chap.11), the Scheepsbouwkunst of Van Yk, contains such forms as "drijvd, 
zelvs, Graav, ophev (?l), roov, geloov, onbeschaavd, roovde, geevd", but 
’f’ in "heeft". Amongst ’v ’ spellers the use of "heevt" or "heeft" varies 
greatly; some felt that as there are no parts of "hebben" with final ’v ’ that 
"heeft" was correct, others (e.g. Van der Linden, Rabbelary p.50) argued from 
older forms such as "hevet" that ’v ’ in "heevt" was essential. Much the same 
happened for "hoofd, hoovd" (cf. "hovet"). It did not really affect their 
theories concerning the use of final ’-v’, except that when "heevt" was used
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it formed a neat parallel to "geevt, heevt, leevt" etc..
Other users, not always consistent, of ’-v’ in the 1690's include 
Kuyper's Stichtelyke Rymen (bleev),- his spelling books have '-f',- and 
Van Rusting in a few sections of his Volgeestige Werken, such as his Homer 
travesty (p.3Blff), e.g. "... Beloov Apol terstont/ Een offer, zo 't gelukt, 
en geev hem niet een stront" (page 417), "waar blyv' je" (434), with the 
apostrophe showing omission of ’t' not of 'e', and "geloov" (682) in the 
confessional poems. None of the poems included before the Iliad have '-v'.
In 1700 a work of considerable repute appeared using these '-v' spellings, 
the Index Batavicus by Adriaan Pars, a bibliographical dictionary, with such 
forms as "naneev, uitgav, gav, briev, drav, liev, selv, selvs, lievhebbers, 
geevd, helvd", even referring to the society "In lievde bloeijehde" (p.354).
Some of Pars's earlier works also contained such spellings, e.g. "Cypressen op 
het Grav van de Heer Rumoldus Rombouts" c.l691, "(De) gevallen van (de) kerk 
en deszelvs vijanden" of 1688, and the "Catti Aborigines Batavorura" of 1697 
(listed by Van der Aa). Pars thought his system of spelling in no way inferior 
to any contemporary alternative: "Het tegem/oordige boek (gebruikt) geen geheel 
onsuivere Duitse stijl, spreek- en spelwijse" (index p.9).
At least one schoolteacher at this time is knoxvn to have taught Dutch 
spelling with the use of '-v', Klaas Najer, author of many "bekentraakingen" 
in the Amsterdamse Courant about his school and pedagogic methods, came in for 
much criticism, notably from H.Doedyns, editor of the Haegsche Mercurius.
The anonymous'M.S. ' writing in 1711 in defense of Najier, only really defends 
his freedom to employ a personal system, and not the individual spellings.
Najer did indeed have an unusual (though not unique) system, in which he seems 
to have been strongly influenced by Duikerius (see the spelling "sgool" chap.13). 
The only surviving printed work of his is a refutation of a recently published 
mathematical proof of a system for squaring the circle: "Eenvoudig vertoog 
briev-wijs geschreven aan *^akob Mercelis" 1702 (against "De eerst en eenigste 
Uytvindinge van de Circula Quadrature Uytgevonden door Jacob Marcelis" 
published posthumously 1714. Both pamphlets are to be found in the Utenhove 
collection in the Utrecht University Library). This book has an interesting 
usage: the first 20 pages use almost exclusively '-f, after which '-v' is
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used to the almost equal exclusion of '-f' (briev, neev, desselvs, believd, 
halv, geev, beleevd, geevt, blyvt, Graav).
A few years later (1704) Boon published his "Heidense Grootheden"; although 
this uses the '-f system there is an introductory poem by Willem den Eiger 
which has '-v' in such as "zelv, gexvelv". These are clearly not Boon’s own 
but Eiger’s, though in the latter’s "Zinnebeelden" they are hardly to be found 
("Lievde" p.9), only "zelv" being relatively common, placing him in the same 
category as Duikerius’s "Voorbeeldzels", as discussed above.
For the next fex^r years ’-v’ spellings became a little less common, or 
were at least relegated to the status of uncivilised. Six grammarians came 
out in opposition to this system in a very short period of time, Moonen felt 
that "x^ (icunnen) niet goetkeuren de hedendaagsche nieugesmeedde spelling, 
waardoor, om quansuis de afkomste en verwantschap der woorden nader te koomen, 
de welluidendheit ten hoogsten benadeelt wordt, en in plaetse van ’graf, staf, 
hof, brief, gerief’; geschreeven wordt ’grav, stav, hov, briev, geriev’; gelijk 
ook voor ’huis, gruis’ gevonden wordt ’huiz, gruiz”’. This is part of his 
overall condemnation of the gelijkvormigheid system, and is consequently a 
consistent argument. This too is the case with Nyloë, who finds "geloov, 
leev, en zweev,,.. v/yz, pryz, huiz ... waarlyk een grote misspelling"(2nd 
edition p.39); for the ’-z’ spellings mentioned here see chapter 11. P.H.P,
- Poeraet - (p.30) supports Moonen and comes to the same conclusion. For 
these three, rejecting gelijkvormigheid in toto, the argument is consistent, 
in contrast to Sewel and the others x/ho say that ’f’ becomes ’v ’ in inflection, 
but ’d ’ must be used in final position because it is present in inflected forms.
E.G.Pi, using ’-dt’ in other words, is consequently just as consistent 
as Moonen and Nyloe when he claims that ’v ’ "moet ... om eene silb te eyndigen, 
de F ter hulp roepen; soo dat het een openbare misspelling is ’geloov, diev, 
briev, lov, wolv’, enz. in plaets van ’geloof, dief, brief, lof, wof’ enz. te 
schrijven". An inconsistent argument appears once more in Pmids’s Schatkamerr  ^
alongside his usual ’-d’ forms he x^ites (under the rubric "Taal") that "het 
is jammer, dat de Taalgeleerde niet eens syn, ... in de spellingen; settende 
deese ’hi’ voor ’hij’, en die verder ’schryvt’ voor ’schryft’ &c.".
Some of the supporters of the gelijkvormigheid system, as seen above.
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also opposed the use of ’-v’, though with less consistency than those who 
opposed all gelijkvormigheid forms. Others were more impartial: Halcvoord
v/rote that "wy volgen egter die spelling tot nog toe niet na, dex^ /ylze maar 
weinig in't gebruik is, en dieswegen de menschen heel vreemd voor komt. En 
ons dun]{t ook dat 'er waarlyk word gemist in de uitspraak; want 'wolv, v/yv' 
enz. met 'v' gespeld, is veel te slap, en schynd de vereiste klank niet te 
voldoen". This is in his "Nieuwe Nederduitse Spel-konst", of which the earliest 
located edition is 1746, though as M.S. mentions it in 1711 the first edition 
must date from before that time. His "Opregt Onderwijs" (1st edition 1702) is 
different in content.
One of the more literarily humble users of the '-v' system in this second 
decade of the 18th century was Van Riebeeck in his Dagregister. The entries 
for the dates 3.9.1711 to 13.9.1712 all use ’-v* in a few words, notably "halv, 
desselvs, twaalv", though he is far from consistent. Outside the period 
covered by these two dates he usually uses '-f, and often '-ff (see chap. 17); 
as no grammar had appeared within that period defending '-v' it is interesting 
to speculate what inspired this short-lived '-v' usage from him.
The first defense of '-v' in the 18th century comes from Heugelenburg in 
1714: "Nu zoude het wel noodig zijn nog lets van het plaatzen der F. en V. te 
spreeken, maar alzo bij de meeste Lievhebbers,daar in, tot nog toe, geen 
vasten voet gehouden en is,..* zo wil ik mijn zelve ook gants niet aanmaatigen, 
om iemand dies aangaande, wetten voor te schrijven, waar uit een groote twist 
zoude konnen gebooren worden. ... Egter wil ik niet ontkennen, dat mijn 
toestemming meest overslaat de uitspraak derzelven, aan de gezonde reeden 
meest hebben ter onderzoek gegeeven. ... Het gebruik van de Ve. dunkt mij dat 
ih de volgende Woorden doorstraala, en uitblinkt, als in / 'Graav, Schaav,
Slaav, Zalv, Kalv, Kleev, Zeev,.,,' enz.. Omdat de voorgaande Woorden ... 
haar meervoudigheid word gemaakt door de Ve* ... als in de volgende Woorden 
klaar word aangetoond; 'Graaven, Schaaven, Slaaven, Zalve,..,'" (p.26-8). He 
also uses 'v' in "leevt, blijvt, stervt, geevt; lievde, beschaavde" but not 
in "heeft".
Only two years later a further defense of appears from De Vin: "dewyl 
ik ider zijn meugje gunne, zoo hebbe ik ook geern het mijne. ... Over zulke
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woorden, die met eene 'v ’ verlengende zijn; en die met eene ofte met een
'f worden geschreven: als bij voorbeeld 'schriven', is met een 'v' verlengende, 
zoo ik nu eens een schriv-penne zegge, zoo moet na mijn oordeel in deze eerste 
zilabe geen 'f ' maar een ’v' worden gesteld voor de sluitletter, zoo mede in 
deze Woorden 'hof, lof, erffenisse, graf, vijf, wijf, duif, druif &c. gelyk 
die doorgans bij veele worden geschreven. Maar ik ben van oordeel, met 
andere schrivers van onzen tijd, datmen deze, en diergelijke woorden, behoorde 
te schrijven aldus: 'hov, lov, ervenisse, grav, vijv, wijv, duiv, druiv'". 
Exactly the same usage is to be found in his "De Gezalvde Christen" of 1723, 
and 1737: "schrivten, geschrivje, gezalvden, blijvt, leevd, draav, zelvs, Hov, 
geevd, loovd (heeft)'*.
After 1720 the number of '-v' spellers begins to diminish, and no new 
grammar defended it for many years. Heugelenburg was, however, twice 
reprinted by 1719, and again in 1727, undoubtedly being of substantial 
influence in maintaining the spelling. One of the works of Van der Schelling 
has '-v' in the poem on the title-print (Hollands Tiendregt, 1727): "briev, 
Graav, zyns Hovs, Kerv, geevt" etc., though not in the text itself. His 
father-in-law Cornells van Alkemade's "Beschryving van de Stad Briel" (1729) 
has a few instances of "Graav" (only). Whether it is significant that both were 
friends of Pars is impossible to say. A treatise by the world-famous doctor 
H.Boerhaave, written in 1724 and contained in the Nederlandsche Tijdschrift 
voor Geneeskunde, gives more instances of '-v' - "hovstad, vyv", and Jacobus 
Leydelcker uses "verderv, sterv, hov, lov, bovenhov" in a dedicatory poem in 
Tuinman's "Nederduitsche Poezy" of 1723. His other works have only '-f, 
as does another dedicatory poem in the same work, by his son.
Tuinman himself and Ten Kate both reject this system. The former, in his 
"Fakkel" (in the section "Gude en nieuwe spreekwijze" §.127) wrote: "ik zoude, 
zoo veel mogelijk is, de wortelletter liefst behouden. Evenwel 'ik gav' voor 
’ik gaf, van 'geven', enz. heeft myne goedkeuring niet. ...Het gebruik 
schryft daer in de wet voor". Ten Kate similarly felt that "gebruik" should 
be the final arbiter in this matter (1.127).
Between 1720 and 1750 users of '-v' ane extremely elusive. A few isolated 
examples have just been mentioned from the earlier years of this period, but
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more consistent usage is rare. The printer Simon van Hoolwerf uses "geloov, 
zelv" in the foreword "Den drukker aan den Lezer" in Eikelenberg's history of 
Afeaar (1739), and Boomkamp has a less consistent use of "zelvs" ("deszelvs" 
on the title page) in his similar work of 1741; both were fellow-histori ans 
and friends of Van der Schelling. Gerard van Steyn in his "Liefhebbery der 
Reekenkimst" (1743) has such usages as "Wyl nu nog overblyvt, dat om die 
weinige veranderingen alleen geen uitgaav waardig zou zyn..,". It is noticeable 
that such forms are apparently totally lacking from the writings of the major 
literary figures, who at this time, it must be admitted, cared less for the 
regularity of their spelling system than for the eminence of whover had used 
the system in the past.
^t does seem, however, that there was a fashion for these spellings among 
theological writers. Johannes van Eerbeek spelt "Lievdens, gelievde, desselvs, 
halv" in his "Intre-predicatie gedaan te B u e r e n . (1736). Of great influence 
for such as Van Eerbeek was Joan van den Honert Thz. who used these forms in 
his many authoritative works, including "Het geloov der vaderen ... in het 
elvde hoofdstuk van den briev aan de Hebreeuwen" (1753)> and "Kerkelijke 
Redenvoering" - the latter with "proev, briev, geevt, beschryvt,(heeft)" etc..
He was a v/riter of considerable reputation and authority and his adoption of 
the '-V* system was certainly influential, as was to be seen in later years.
The copying of a system on the grounds of the user’s eminence rather than 
intrinsic merit is therefore not restricted to literary fields.
The major grammars continued to oppose the use of ’-v’ and ’-vde’. Van 
Belle, who in 1748 says merely that ’v ’ is ,"te zagt aan ’t einde eens woords 
te stellen" (p.15) is more extensive in 1755: "Hoewel nu sommigen schryven 
'Grav, Diev, Hov', omdat men in't meerv: schryft 'Graven, Dieven, Hoven’,... 
zulks wettigt niet genoeg die nieuwigheid"; he thinks Sewel's parallel with 
English "wife, wives" irrelevant (p.10). Later on, in the discussion on verbs, 
he inserts a further comment: "N.B. 'V en 'Z', ten einde eener Lettergreepe 
komende, of tegen eenen Medeklinker aanstuitende, Veranderen naer de gewoone 
Spelling by ons, in 'F' en 'S', zo als hier in 't Werkwoord 'Leeven'. Ik 
'leeF, LeefDE, GeleefD' En 'Raazen' ik 'RaaS, RaasDE, GeraasD', enz: Dit zy
eens vooral gezeid" (p.49). His apparent impatience at having to say this may
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be thought to be due to a contemporary revival of such spellings, until it is 
realised that he has borrowed the whole comment from Ten Kate, writing 30 years 
earlier, just after Heugelenburg and De Vin had defended ’-v* (Ten Kate, I 544, 
writes: '"V en 'Z' ten einde eener Silbe komende, of tegen een Consonant 
aenstuitende, veranderen na de gewone Spelling by ons in 'F' en 'S', even als 
hier by 'leven' en 'Razen', Dit zij eens vooral gezeif'i).
This by no means implies that Van Belle was not reacting to a contemporary 
revival, he may merely have thought that Ten Kate, who he often refers to in 
footnotes, expressed the thought in adequate form. For in fact there was a 
moderate revival after the late 1750's. Whether this had already begun when 
Van Belle was writing is a different matter, but he must have had some reason 
for inserting a comment in his second edition absent in 1743. Certainly he 
may have known Van den Honert's current at that time.
In 1753 another defense of the '-v' spellings appeared,in the spelling 
book of Leonard van Rhyn: "Aangaande het zetten van de F, of de V, op ' t Eind 
van sommige Woorden, hebben veele een verschillende stalling; Doch het zal 
genoeg z}ui, dit maar eens in ' t voorby gaan aan te haalen, zonder het te 
beslissen, laatende de Liefhebbers hier in yder zyn eigen zin opvolgen. ... 
Sommige schryven de volgende aldus: 'Diev, Briev, Kolv, Graaf (sic), Slaav, 
Werv', Om dat (gelyk zy zeggen) het Meervoud der zelve niet door een F, maar 
door een V moet gespeld worden. ... Hier kan men van den eene kant zeggen, dat 
de algemeene Regel van de Spel-konst zynde, dat men op ' t eind der Woorden in 
't Eenvoud, raoet plaatsen die letter waar mede de selve meervoudig worden, ... 
zo is 't stellen van de V ... goed en gegrond",... whereas the softness of the 
'V may (the doubt is his) be grounds for rejecting such a spelling (p.l3).
His usage is '-f, but his sympathies are with '-v', which he evidently 
considers a flourishing contemporary alternative.
In 1760 outright support for the '-v' is found in the Taal en dichtkundige 
Bijdragen. ^t uses '-v' in "heevt, geevt, schrivten, briev, zelvde, bliev, 
schriev, lievhebber, zelvden", and also defends the usage in an article in the 
first volume (p.213). The editors call for consistency in spelling, as could 
be found either in a systen with consistent gelijkvormigheid, or one
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recommending the user‘"wep, lant, graf, zach, huis* te schrijven. Wy voor |l
ij
ons daerom hebben verkozen vast-te-stellen, dat de zachte B,D,V,G,Z, zeer wel
i
daer ’t pas geevt een silb raogen sluiten, en over al gebezigd worden, daer de ;
aert der sprake het vereischt. .•. Men lese (Sewel) na, en passe zyne bewyzen |
(omtrent 'd' en 'g') ook op de V en Z toe". Either consistent system is
f
acceptable, but they prefer the latter. j
Possibly influenced by the usage of this widely circulated periodical 
several new attempts arise to reintroduce the *-v’ system, or rather to have it
once more accepted by the public at large, for it had never really died out» ':
y
In 1765 an article appeared in the Boekzaal entitles "Eenvouwdige ,
aanmerkingen over het gebruik der V", and signed "Philologus", defending the !
spelling to be used in a forthcoming work of his. It undoubtedly refers to an ||
article in Verb. Ho Hand sc he My. 1767, identifying the author as Petrus Versluys, ifj 
especially since the latter uses the same spelling and declares that "hoe zeer '
ook voorheen in enen vasten toeleg,om mynen naem...te verbergen...veranderde ik |
i
egter. ..dat myn voornemen, en noem nu vrymoedig mynen naam,zonder egter in de
schryvwyze,naar voorgaanden toeleg gehouden, enige verandering te maken". The
religious content of this article explains the appearance of a linguistic treatise
in the theologically orientated Boekzaal of that time.
His usage, he writes, found its basis "in de Schrivten van sommige geleerde
Lieden, en onder anderen in die van den hooggeleerden J. van den HONERT", and he
anticipates and refutes possible objections: "’Dat dit gebruik niet voldoet aan
den klank en de uitspraak’, waar op ik aanmerke, dat men zich in het spellen
geenzins kan schikken naar den klank en de uitspraak der woorden" - since there
are too many cases where doubt is present, mostly in cases of assimilation, such
as "’ontyangen, afyraagen, opyatten, afbreeken, afdoen, a^achten'... en nochtans
zal niemand deze woorden dus spellen, ’ontfangen, affraagen, opfatten, avbreeken,
avdoen, avwachten’",despite the "klank en uitspraak". "Ik voor my zie geene
andere Regelen dan deze,namelyk (1) ’De betekenis,of de afleiding van het woord’,
en (2) ’De bulging van het zelve’". The first demands that derivatives of verbs
with ’-V-’ should have ’-v’,such as "geloov, schrivt, belovte, ervgivt, drivt"
etc.. Derivation also demands the use of ’v ’ in "hoovd, heevt", because of the 
forms "hovet, hevet", and on similar lines demands that "ontvangen, ontvonken"etd.
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preserve the ’v ’ of the basic word. The second rule demands ’v ’ in adjectives
and non-derivative nouns such as "braav, briev, doov, grov, hov, slaav".
He sums up the consistency which his rules bring into the system he 
proposes: "De redenen nu, die my toeschynen dit gebruik der 'v’, zo niet ten
uitersten noodig, ten minsten veel beter dan dat der *f’ te stellen, leide ik
af uit dezen grond; 'Het is ontegenzeggelyk, dat het verband tusschen 'v' en 
'f' het zelvde is, welk er is tusschen 'b' en 'p', 'd' en 't', 'g' en 'ch''; 
waar uit ik meen, met het'volste recht, dit gevolg te mogen trekken, (l) zo 
veel reden er is om te scliryven ' gy, hy krabt, gy,hy slabt’, en niet ' krapt, 
slapt'; 'gy, hy biedt, gy, hy houdt' en niet 'biet, hout'; 'ik vraag, gy, hy 
vraagt, ik weeg, gy, hy weegt, ik voeg, gy, hy voegt', en niet ' vraach, vraacht, 
weech, weecht, voech, voecht'; even zo veel reden is er ook om in de 
Werkwoorden in 'ven' eindigende de 'v' te gebruiken; ... (2) Zo veel reden er 
is om te schryven 'raad,bloed, voedsel, stad', en niet 'raat, bloet, voetsel, 
stat'; en 'dragt, klagt, gewigt', en niet 'dracht, klacht, gewicht’; even zo 
veel reden is er ook om 'geloov, schrivt, belovte' &c met 'v' te schryven". If 
any should then say that 'v' is too soft, he answers that 'b, d, g' are also 
soft, "zo zoude men dan al zo weinig een woord mogen sluiten met 'b', 'd', of 
'g' als met 'v'", This article offers one of the most thnrough, and probably 
the best argued defensesof the use of 'v' to be found in grammatical writings 
both up to this time and after it. The writer realises the strength of his 
arguments and declares that he will use 'v' "tot ik beter onderrecht worde, 
waar toe ik altoos bereid ben", though his tàne suggests that he thinks this 
unlikely,
It was to be three years before any took up his offer to be re-educated, 
and even then Pieter son, who did so, only answered because he had become 
impatient waiting for "een bedreevener vernuft" to answer. His pamphlet 
"Aanirierkingen over het misbruik der letter V" (1768) is hardly a credit to his 
abilities. It is often inconsistent, sarcastic, and superficial. His usual 
argument is that /f/ is heard where Philologus spells ’v'("Wie hoort hier, in 
’ik schuif, gy schuift, hy schulft', het geluid van de V?"), an argument which 
the latter had already refuted, Pieterson does not mention the use of 'b' for 
/p/ in "heb, slabt", 'g' for /ch/ in '’draag, draagt", or 'd' for / V  in "bid,
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bldt", He claims to be able to discern clearly the sound in "ontfangen, 
afvraagen, afbreeken, afdoen", though admits "o.ntfangen" as the best spelling 
for that word only. He ridicules Philologus for saying that "'7' met het 
geluid der ’H ’... overeenkomt", whereas the lower-case italic ’h’ in the 
original (Boekzaal) text is a clear and obvious misprint for ’b*. If "schrivt" 
should have a 'v' because of "schryven", he argues that it should also have 
'ij', cind similarly "geevt, beloovte"should be written for "givt, belovte" 
because of the vowel in "geeven, beloven". This is by most standards nonsense. 
Against "braav, briev" etc., he can only state that it "tegen de schriften der 
beste Taalkundigen aanloopt", and does not attempt to examine the letter's 
writings for consistency of argument. He also quotes the arguments of Moonen 
and Poeraet against '-v', but forgets that they were also opposed to '-d' and 
'-g'. He also denies that 'v' and 'f' (as also 'g' and 'ch') are as closely 
related as 'b' and 'p', or 'd' and 't'. Throughout his reasoning, the only 
valid argument, and the only really valid opposition comes on p.21; "het zy 
met dit verband (van V en F) hoe het wil; het gebruik verbiedt ons de V daar 
te gebruiken, en het zelve heeft die magt en dat gezag. ... Het gebruik is de 
dwingeland der Taalen", If that is the best defense he can find, and his 
very words suggest that he himself felt it stronger than the preceding weal{ 
argmnents, it might have been better if Pieterson had left the answering of 
Philologus to the ""bedreevener vernuft". His contribution is of interest 
however, in that it shows the weight of "gebruik" in contemporary spelling 
arguments, to the exclusion of consistency.
Final '-v' was still in a ctive use at this time, e.g. in the anonymous 
"Zonderlinge briev van een voornaam Heer" (1767), and others besides 
Philologus were attempting to encourage its use. It may hot be insignificant 
that Heugelenburg was reprinted in 1768, the same year as Pieterson’s ■ j
M
"Aaninerkingen" (before or after?), and also the same year as Ze^^elaar’s .j
"Grammaire générale raisonée", a comparative French/Dutch grammar. In this 
he uses the '-v' forms, but declines to defend it: after giving a long 
defense of '-d' and other consonants he writes that "op dezelvde wijse zou ik 
handelen konnen om mijne spelling met de 'v' in plaetse van met de 'f' te 
staaven. ... Niemant echter is gedwongen, deese spelling te volgen".
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He did defend it however in his Spelkonst of the following year (p.293-6), 
although he realised that "deese mijne spelling zal zekerlijk Antagonisten 
vinden"„ He repeats the arguments of Philologus, resulting in the forms 
"briev, lijv, bedrijv, schreev, beschaavd" etc.. Unfortunately he marrs his 
accurate defense by calling on *-v' forms to be found in Ten Kate "in ’t 2de 
Deel zijns Werks,... 'Blijv' pag.125. ’braav’. 153. ’briev’ 138. ... ’daav’.
145f ’delv’ 146, ’derv’ 147", and in Tuinman’s "Rijmoeffeningen" (="Rijmlust" 
1729), p.100 - "Dat hij vrij grooter dan een kalv is,/ Al is het dat hij noch 
maar halv is".
Here he shows that he is either trying too hard to find such forms used 
by eminent writers, or possibly just does not realise the finction of these 
’-v’ forms. For in neither case are they caused by the gelijkvormigheid 
arguments put forward by himself and Philologus. In the case of Tuinman, he 
has been writing experimental poems, every line of each ending in the same 
word, giving double rhymes. The poem in question has as its key word "vis", 
and all the lines except the two mentioned by Zeydelaar end in "vis":
"Vrage:
Ei zeg, wat rymt gy op een Walvis?
Antwoord:
Dat hy vry grooter dan een kalv is,
Al is het dat hy noch maar halv is.
Het geen daar aan is, is niet al vis"
- the ’-v’ is used only for the visual rhyme effect, and Tuinman, as seen 
earlier, did not approve of ’-v’ spellings normally.
Ten Kate was discussing the root elements in words, e.g. "briev-en, 
bedrijv-en", and is not condoning a ’-v’ spelling; in fact he is not discussing 
spelling at all, as Zeydelaar should have realised since some of the instances 
he gives are not words at all, e.g. "daav". This lack of thoroughness on 
Zeydelaar’s part weakens the argument, and no doubt did not pass unnoticed by 
his readers. One respect in which he differs from his predecessors is that he 
used ’-vt* only in inflected forms such as "schryvt, leevt", leaving ’ft’ or 
’fd’ in such as "heeft, hoofd, schrift". ^t is possible that Zeydelaar may 
have been influenced in his adoption of this system by the article in the 
Bijdragen, for he mentiones it during his discussion.
Several grammars now react to Zeydelaar. Bastiaan Cramer writes that
I
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"Sommige Liefhebbers schryven ’gaav, graav, grav,..,’", but will not come down
for or against it: "die reede die ze ’er voor hebben is niet onbondig", but he
will leave his pupils to their own inclinations,- "geoeffende begrippen volgen
I
hun luBt". Van der Palm, in the same year (1769), rejects such forms outright: 1 
"De spelling met V ... hoewel by eenigen gebruikelyk, strydt tegen den aert 
der uitsprake" (l.l6). He at least is consistent since he makes the same i;
criticism of the ’-d’ spelling (see chap.5)# The grammar of the society j
"Kunst wordt door arbeid verkregen" (1770), influenced by Zeydelaar in other ù
respects, declares that "wij verwerpen dan vooral de spelling van ZEYDELAAR in 
dit geval", and Ballieu (Byvoegsel, p.11) expresses the same reaction. In If
fact Zeydelaar was almost the last grammar t o actively support the use of ’-v’«
The use of these forms continues outside the bounds of grammars and 
spelling books. Mestingh uses "zelv, kyv, geloov, droevheid, geloovden, blyvt, ’ifj
begaavd, geleevd, schrivten" (with a few ’-f’ forms) in his "Verhandeling" of : ;
' J d
1771. Consistency in the system is probably his justification for this usage, 
since he also uses the doubled ’-chch-’ spelling (see chap.4). Wassenberg 
wi'ote a "Noodigh Antwoord aan ... J.H. van Swinden ... op den Briev aan hem 
gerigt" (1778), but only uses ’-f’ in the "Aenmerkingen" of 1780 attributed to 
him. in his "Bijdragen" of 1802-6 he declares that he has followed the 
Siegenbeek/Weiland system.
Some grammars, though not all, expressed a (usually muted) sympathy for 
the theory behind the forms: Van Bellegem & Waterschoot (p.82), discussing the
gender of nouns, say that nouns ending in ’-ve’ are feminine, whereas those 
without the ’-e’ are masculine or neuter "gelyk in ’roov, diev’, onzydig 
’geloov, verderv’ enz., ... en deze spelling en is niet zoo nieuw dan sy 
schynt". They seem to expect some surprise on the part of their headers at 
such forms, underlining their relative scarcity. This is especially true of 
the Southern audience for which they are writing: all the examples noted so 
far have been from the North, and ’-v’ spellings may have been totally unlcnown 
in the South.
This comment is closely followed by one in another Southern grammar, that 
of Janssens in 1775, who condemns "diev, duiv, briev", - "die schryfivyze is 
verworpen van alle de beste Schryvers". He then goes on, however, to give
j
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some very useful information on the geographical distribution of ’-v’: "Wat 
aengaet de woorden ’geloven, beroven, verdoven’, immers alle die uitgaen in 
'ven*, zommige zyn van gevoelen, bezonderlyk de Digters van Belle, dat alle de 
tyden daer deze woorden met de ’t' sluiten, eéne ’v* zoude moeten voor hebben". 
There was thus a group of writers defending such forms as "geloovt, beroovt, 
verdoovt" etc (not "geloov" etc,?). Unfortunately it has not so far proved 
possible to identify who are the members of this circle of poets in Belle, - 
now lying in France to the west of Lille,
One of the voices in support comes from the "Nuttig en Noodig Speldboekje" 
(3rd edition c.l775,- the same year as a further reprint of Heugelenburg); 
"Indien iemand de woorden 'beef, schroef, schrift’, wil spellen ’boev, schi’oev,
schrivt’, met ’v ’ op ’t einde; om dat men in ’t meervoud speld ’boeven, I
1
schroeven, schrivten’, ik zal daer niet tegen hebben" (the reason as stated j 
does not hold for "schrivten"). Klaas Stijl was not wholly opposed to these ! 
forms either: "de spelling van de ’v* achter aan in ’wijv, wolv, stov’, enz. is 
tot nog toe weinig in gebruik, en nog weiniger van de ’ z’ in ’ huiz, muiz, 
prijz’ enz.; maar men schryft ze doorgaans met ’f ’ of ’s’, ofschoon het 
meervoudige de ’v ’ of ’z’ vereischt". Bolhuis's footnotes add that ”’v ’ en ’z’ 
zijn echter al te zacht, dan dat ze zouden kunnen sluiten" - despite his 
defense of gelijkvormigheid spellings for final ’-d’.
On the other side Kluit could find no justification at all: "men zal, 
naar mijn bedunken, dan eerst recht hebben, om er van ( : de spelling met ’-f’) 
aftegaan en te schrijven ’wijv’... wanneer der geheele Analogie der tale de 
bodem zal zijn ingeslagen, of dat men bijzondere uitaonderingen van den 
taalregel maken wil". He will not accept that ’v/f’ should, or even could, 
be treated in the same way as ’ d/t’ in the normal gelijkvormigheid system. As 
he elsewhere defends the phonetic ’-t’ system (see chap.5) his use of ’-f’ is 
consistent, but in the context of the discussion of ’f/v’ it is not. In his 
revision of Van Hoogstraten’s gender list (1759), when discussing the 
difference of ’s’ and ’z’ (see chap.11), Kluit inserts a plea that ’f ’ and ’v ’ 
(and also ’d ’ and ’t’, ’ch’ and ’g’) be treated just as logically. This too 
is consitent with his later defense of final ’-t’ and ’-f’ spellings.
Although opinion was now hardening against these already disappearing
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spellings, some persisted in their use of '-v*. Zeydelaar in his "Spraakkonst" 
(1731) writes that even he has thought deeply about his "gebruik der 'v ’ aan 
het einde der woorden". He is unrepentant however, and when discussing the use 
of ’-d’ in gelijkvormigheid (p.122), adds "wat wonder dan dat veelen, en ik ook, 
om der afleidings en der verbuigings-wille gescheeven hebben en nog blijven 
schrijven met V en niet met F" (though again he excludes ’-ft’ in certain words) 
H.J.Krom, in an ansiver to a "prijsvraag" set by the "Zeeuwsche Genootschap" 
in 1731, felt that the use of ’-vt’ was one of the unsolved problems of 
contemporary orthography: "moot men schryven ’hy looft, hy lieft’, enz, of 
’loovt, lievt’? het laatste zal iemand zeggen, want het werkwoord is 'lieven, 
loven’; zulken, die zoo zeer voor 't gebruik van de ’v ’ zyn, dat zy zelfs 
schryven ’hy heevt’, schoon ’t werkwoord hiet is ’heeven’, en men nergens heeft 
’wy, zy heeven’; neen, zegt een ander, dit is groote dwaasheid, de ’v ’ komt op 
’t einde van een lettergreep niet te pas, al is zelfs ’t I'/nrkv/oord ’lieven, 
loven’, enz., onze taal is ryk aan letters, wy hebben daar de ’f ’ voor, en het 
past ons, die in zulke gevallen te gebruiken" (the same argument could be used 
to defend ’-t, -ch, -p’, and often was, though rarely by those who, defending 
’-f’, wished to use ’-d’ etc.). In the same volume D.C.van der Voorst uses 
"zelvs, zelv, dezelvde, zelvde" (only), putting him in the special class 
outlined earlier.
One factor which possibly should not be ignored, is that ’-v’ is a spelling 
also used in contemporary Low German. It is used, for example, in Dahnert’s 
"Platt-Deutsches Wbrterbuch" (1781) - "doov -taub; deev - dieb; breev - brief;
hovt - haupt" ("hb’vd-" in compounds). No Dutch grammar mentions this parallel
111
usage, but influence should not be ruled out automatically, especially in | |
view of the contacts between the Netherlands and North Germany, and particularly i!
of the use of Dutch in reformed and baptist schools and chui-ches (see De Vooys | «
' |i
Gesch.1952 p.125). Dahnert’s dictionary has other usages which are sometimes 
found as minority spellings in Dutch, see for ocample ’qw-’ (chap. 10). j;
In his grammar of 1783 Winkelman commented on the use of the ’-v’ that ijJ
"de meeste en beste schrijvers keuren dit af". ^t is noticeable how often the 
"best" writers agree with a usage defended by a particular grammar; in this 
case Winkelman is correct in that no major literary figures seem to have used
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the ’-v' system, though this is not in itself a guarantee of merit. The 
defining of "major" writers is somewhat easier than defining "major grammars", 
since the small school books such as that of Heugelenburg had many more 
printings than scholarly grammars such as Moonen's, and probably had more 
influence as well, since they imparted their usage at an earlier stage in a 
person’s education.
The "Inleyding" of 1785 is more sympathetic: "Sommige schryven; 'Lov, 
grav, briev, gaev, leevt’, enz. om dat het Meertal met de V gemaekt word,
B,V. ’Geev’, met byvoeging van ’en’ en ’er’, is ’geeven, geever’. Op de zelve 
wyze zou men de Z voor S konnen verwisselen, als: 'Leez, leezen, leezer’, enz.* 
Schoon ik my voorstelle dat de gegrondheyd van dezen Regel met er tyd zal 
gevolgt worden, dunkt het my nog te vroeg, hem vast te willen stellen, om dat 
hy te sterk tegen de gewoonte zoude kanten, te strydig wezen aen de spelling 
aller Schoolboeken (not all: Heugelenburg had just been reprinted once more
C . 1 7 8 0 ) ,  en by gevolg den Leerling te veel verwarring bybrengen". One thing ;[
i l [
stands out in this comment: not only does he agree with the motivation, but I
'i:
he thinks it an ideal with a potential realisation in the future. Hg does 
not refer to any older use of this system, as had Van Bellegem, which may be 
explained by the Southern provenance of the book (printed at Dendermonde).
His hopes were not to be realised, though ’-v’ spellings continue haphazardly 
for many years.
One of the best known contemporary spellers of ’-v’ is the young Staring.
He only used these spellings in the first edition ( 1 7 8 6 )  of "Mijn eerste
proeven", e.g. in "Emma en Adolph": "Hij liet zijn trouwe liev te rugge
Vol bittre pijn,
Waarom ook moeste hem krijgsroem zoeter 
Dan lievde zijnI
Hij luistert,- roept,- geen menschenstemme 
Die antwoord geevt"; 
and in "Ada en Rijnoud": "Eens leevde er in den ouden t i j d . O t h e r
examples include "liev, lievje, grav, beroovd, geevt, blijvt (hoofd,heeft)"
etc. in the poems "Na een zware krankte" and the two just mentioned. In the
later editions these spellings all changed to ’-f’, and Staring does not
mention such forms in his "Schetsen: iets over onze spelling" ( 1 8 1 6 ) ,  though
he does criticise the editors of "De Recensent" of that year for claiming
I  I »
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that "liefde" was not pronounced with /v/.
After Staring users of ’-v’ are very scarce. Ghalmot is to be counted
amongst the limited-user class, writing "zelvs, zelvdeand, the only other i
Ir
word, "Graav",- p. 113 "Gedurende deze twespalt stierf in ’ t jaar 1299 Graay ,i ! |
JAN van Holland",- p.414 "Albert, Graav van Nassau ... Albert, Graav van j
i
Weilburg". This is exactly the same usage ("zelvde" + "Graav") as to be found ||; 
in some of Van Alkemade’s works, as mentioned above, and it may not be 
coincidence that Chalmot v/rites that the former’s "lettervrupten ziinen 
naam altoos met eerbied en dankbaarheid zal doen denken", I'i
Only two more gramimars recommended ’-v’ before Siegenbeek’s system was 
introduced. One is the last reprint of Heugelenburg in 1798, - not at all 
insignificant, since if ’-v’ were a totally rejected spelling his book would 
not have been reprinted so often and so late. The other work is the grammar 
of Schwiers in 1799. After giving the usual reasons for using ’-v’, he adds 
"I would, however, not press, what I ... observed, upon everybody, as a fixed, 
though certainly a good rule. At all events it is the best to be uniform, and 
adhere to one or the other". He himself is uniform in using "briev, liev, 
geloov, keev, schreev, vreev" etc., for the same reasons as using ’-d’ in 
"woord, land" etc. and ’-g’ in "dag, zeg". It is not clear, however, if this 
comment reflects any great continued use of ’-v', since Schwiers is merely 
copying from Zeydelaar. It must also be noted that he was writing for an 
English audience (cf Hasendonck below).
Siegenbeek, like most before him, does not wish to treat ’v/f’ (or ’z/s’) 
in the same way as other voiced/unvoiced consonant pairs: "Dit gebruik (van 
’-f’) is door alle tijden heen waargenomen. Wel is waar, dat, vooral in latere 
tijden^ eenige weinigen hier van zijn afgeweken, schrijvende ook in het 
enkelvoud ’grav, hov, wijv’, doch deese spelling, als aan de uitspraak 
geenszins voldoende, heeft geene navolging gevonden, noch zal dezelve ligtelijk 
vinden, zoo lang deze, even ware als eenvoudige, grondregel der spelling, dat 
men daarbij die klanken moet afbeelden, we Ike bij een onverbasterde uitspraak 
worden waargenomen, niet geheel wordt uit het oog verloren". Hg fails to 
explain why this "basic, true and simple rule" can be ignored with impunity 
for final ’-d’, ’-g’ and ’-b’.
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The acceptance of Siegenbeek’s system marked the end of the ’-v’ spellings 
in the North (’’zelv’’ in Bilderdijk’s "Nieuwe Uitspruitsels p. 155 et al. may he 
a misprint, or may be a relic of the 18th century restricted ’-v’ system)* But 
in the South a minor revival, as prophesied by the ’’Inleyding’’ was to be seen. 
Van Daele (Tydverdyf Wo,56), commenting on the continued use of ’-v’ alongside 
’- f ,  decides that ’’het een is soo goed, als ’t ander, ... men mag dan schryven 
’lov’ en ’lof’, ’gav’ en ’gaf’, ’levt’ en ’left’, ’beschaevden’ en
J-4
’ b e s c h a e f è e n ’ e n s . " .  D e  e c k e r e ,  f o l l o w e r  o f  V a n  D a e l e  i n  m o s t  t h i n g s ,  e c h o e s  
t h i s :  ’’W y s o u d e n  n a e  h e t  s c h y n t  t e g e l m a e t i g e r  s y n  i n d i e n  w y  s c  h r  e v e n  ’ G r a v ,  
G r a v e n ;  S l a e v ,  S l a e v e n ;  H o v ,  W o v e n ;  W y v ,  W y v e n ’ ,  e t c * ,  ’ h y  L e e v t ,  G e e v t ’ e t c . ’’ 
( p . 5 9 ) ,  t h o u g h  h e  t h i n k s  t h a t  ’ v ’ p o s s i b l y  ’’ a l  t e  f l a w  s c h y n t ’’ *
Forms with ’-v’ also appear in the contemporary grammar of Hasendonck, 
published in England but written by a ’’former member of the University of 
Louvain", and in which the reader can find ’’them ost modern orthography 
adopted, notwithstanding the best Luthors do not exactly agree’’{sic l) : for 
example on p.25 "geev my de pen", p.26 "Karel, geev my water", p.126 "geev my 
eenige goede". This usage, in both editions contrary to his rules, only seems 
to allow "geev". "^ t may be this usage which earned the copy consulted a 
contemporary manuscript note from the owner to the effect that it was 
"about the worst grammar I have", though the quality of the typesetting may 
been included in this comment. The spellings mentioned in chapters 4, 6, &
11 may also have contributed to this condemnation.
A much more consistent user is recorded by De Simpel in 1827. After he 
(in the person of one half of the dialogue referred to in the title of the 
book) has given the standard (Siegenbeek) rule for ’-f’, the questioner asks 
"Zoude het niet regelmatiger zijn, en beter met den regel der afleiding 
overeenkomen, van met De Re te schrijven; ’ik lez, gij lezt, hij lezt, ik 
blijv, gij blijvt, hij blijvt, gewezt’ voor ’geweest’ enz.?"(p.l06)* De 
Simpel does not agree that ’-v’ is adequate, but at least records this contemp­
orary variant. Wg does not rate highly those who deviate from the norm in 
this way: "Degenene die later hebben willen ’Grav, hov, wijv’, schrijven, 
hebben, zoo als vele eigendunkelijke Taalopbouwers, eene bijzondere spelling 
voor hunnen persoon alleen gevormd; dewijl zij aan de beschaafde uitspraak
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geenszins voldoende, geene navolgers gevonden heeft" (cf. Siegenbeek’s comment 
above; it is a slight exaggeration). Just who this De Ré was is difficult to 
establish, as De Simpel always refers to him by name alone (e.g. page 5,13,101,
106,107,140,147)* He seems to have written some sort of grammatical work, as 
De Simpel makes comments such as "De Ré noemt de aantoonende wijze; de 
toonende wijze"..."ik aanmerk nog dat...de Taalopbouwers ... Des Roches,
De Ré, Henckel, ja Moke zelf,...drie personen in die wyze (stellen)"...
"Vlaamsche taalleeraren als Deneckere, De Ré, Henckel, enz" etc.. Such a 
work defies descovery. The only works traced are one by "M. le Curé P.J.D.R," 
entitled "Élémens de la logique (Roulers 1817, - the name is given as "D(e)
R(é)" in the catalogue of Amsterdam University library), which contains only 
three words of ^utch: "Redenkaveling, redenering, beredenering" as translations 
of the French terms (why included?); the other work is "Den Roomsch-Katholyken
I -
en de Défense van Lammenais" (Roeselare z.j.) by De Ré "pastoor van '
Oost-Nieuwkerke" recorded by De Potter in his "Vlaemsch Bibliographie"1830-90* ;
The latter work has not been located^ and post-dates De Simpel’s comments; no M
11'
other works of his are listed by the Royal Library in Brussels, the National Mji
[ ' I
Library in Paris, the British Museum London, the Union Catalogue in The Hague, H|
or the National Union Catalogue of America. His spelling book seems to have
disappeared without trace, and no other grammar refers to it. i  |
A contemporary work published in the North ( ’ s Bosch), but written by the i
' 'I
"gewezen’ Voogd der Koninglijke Studien te IPEREN" - A.Smits- is the last to -
defend the use of ’-v’* The use of ’-t’ and ’-ch’ instead of ’-d’ and ’-g’, , j
I .1 
I  j
he claims, "is door het algeméén gebrujk rééds verbannen; men zegt niet meer
dat deze te zacht zijn om één lettergreep te slujten. ... Aangezien dan f j;
dezelvde regelmaat pléjt voor grondletters ’v ’ en ’z’, is het ongerijmd deze jJj
* I  ' i
nog tegen de algemejne taalwet, in ’f’ eh ’s’ te verwisselen, onder voorwendsel | I'|
van te zeggen dat ’v ’ en ’z’ te zacht zijn om één lettergreep te slujten. Wil /
men dan het grondwoord onvervalscht behowden, zo mag men ook op zulk ingebeeld 
voorwendeel de medeklinkers ’v ’ en ’z’ niet verwisselen in ’f ’ en ’s’ in 
’grav, hov, briev, liev, lievde, ik beev, beevde, gebeevd; ik geev, ik gav, 
gij gaavt"(p.26). The same rule demands the preservation of ’v ’ in derivatives 
gelijk als b, d, g, ... in ...’schrivt,..* begaavd, givt, begivtigen,,..
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vergeevs, vergivnisse,.,. drivt,... zivten" (p.57). Tbivrite "schrift" is as
illogical as to ivrite "hij dupt ... in de plaats van ... hij dubt"(p.56).
C a l l i n g  a l s o  o n  e t y m o l o g i c a l  d e r i v a t i o n  h e  d e f e n d s  " h e e v t "  a n d  " h o o v d " .  T h i s  
i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  n o  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  w h a t  T e  W i n k e l  l a t e r  d i d  w i t h  h i s  l o n g  v o w e l  
a n d  ' - s c h '  s p e l l i n g s  ( s e e  a l s o  b e l o w ) .
In a brief mention in a footnote in "Magazijn voor Nederlandsche Taalloinde" 
111,24, Bomhoff expresses his belittlement of the theories governing Sraits’s 
system by adding that "of de 'Gewezen Voogd' navolgers heeft gehad, is my niet
gebleken, doch ik twijfel er aan". In this he was correct. No-one after Smits
seems to have used the '-v' system, apart possibly from some lower elements of 
civilisation referred to by Beets in his "Verscheidenheden" (1858,1,6) on the 
subject of the knowledge of the mother tongue amongst the lower classes: "mijn 
keukenmeid obstineert zich nog altijd mij 'brievport' met een 'v* ... in 
rekening te brengen"* Van Lennep has a similar comment (Verra. Spraakkunst p.8).
Yet some did realise that it was inconsistent to use '-d', '-g','-b' and 
not '-v' (and '-z'), if gelijkvormigheid were a wrthwhile rule. David, writing 
in "Belgisch Museum"II "over de regelmatighed in de spelling" felt that "de 
Ouden waren daerin veel consequenter dan wy" in their final consonant system. 
Most writers, such as Bomhoff and Te Wfnkel, felt that 'v' was really too soft 
for use in this way, but Oosterzee, in his "Uitspraakleer" (1848) put in one 
of his few comments on spelling that "de tegenwoordige tijd van'leverf en Uezen' 
eigenlijkmoeten zijn 'ik leev', en 'ik leez”,' were it not for this softness.
L. te Winkel was forced to introduce the idea of "false letters" to 
justify the use of final '-f and '-s'; "Het onderscheid tusschen de altijd 
zeer zachte uitspraak der 'v' en 'z' aan het begin van eene lettergreep, en
de verscherpte aan het einde, is zoo groot en in het oog loopend, dat de
laatste meer op de gewone uitspraak der 'f' en 's', danop die der 'v' en 'z' 
gelijkt. Daar aan is het toe te schrijven, dat de 'v' en 'z' aan het einde 
eener lettergreep steeds door 'f' en 's' verifangen worden, b.v« in 'dief' en 
'huis' voor 'diev-dieven, hûiz-huizen'". These sharpened 'v' and 'z' form the 
"onecht 'f ' en 's'". The same argument, mutatis mutandis, could be used on 
'-d' (in "woord/woort") '-g' (in "dag/dach"), '-b' (in "heb/hep"), but is not.
To be true there are no cases of homonymy in words ending in '-f or '-s' on
the syllable "runs on to" or "runs off from" the sound in question, so that 
"aanloop" is parallel to "auslaut" and "afloop" parallel to "aaiaut"* Van 
Ginneken's rule, like Te Winkel’s, only applies to ’f/v’ and ’s/z’. He is 
correct in pointing out that ’f/v’ and ’s/z’ ace never found in phonemic 
contrast, though that being so, the logical consequence should be tliat one 
of each pair is totally unnecessary, not that the two have different functions. 
This dovmgTades the contrast between ’f ’ and ’v ’, and ’s’ and ’a’ to that of 
the obsolete long ’s’ and round ’r ’ (see chap.12), where the choice of 
graphical form depends only on the position in the word.
The same rule, put slightly less accurately due to over-conciseness, is 
given in the 1954 "Woordenlijst"- "De tekens ’v ’ en *z* worden alleen aan het
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a par with the familiar "rad/rat, dag/dag(ge), slab/slap" where the uninflected 
forms are identical in sound, but the inflected forms differ. But that is not 
an adequate reason for using a different rule to govern the spelling of final 
’- f  and ’-s’; a rule which breaks the basic tenets of gelijkvormigheid because 
it offends against the pronunciation, though no more than do the ’-d’,’-g’,
’-b’ in the words indicated. In the Middle Dutch and later phonetic systems 
the ’b ’,’d ’ and ’g’ also had an "altijd zeer zachte uitspraak" compared to 
their unvoiced counterparts, but that did not inhibit the development of final 
’-d',’-g’ and Wj’ spellings. It seems that Te Winkel was seeking rules to 
justify existing usage, rather than construct a logical system from a set of 
rules, though this may be overharsch, as he was not trying to "reform" 
spelling, just to remedy some of the faults of Siegenbeek’s system. Later 
works, such as Schbnfeld, did not use this argument,- "men pleegt bij de in 
de aiisl. stemloos geworden ’s’ en ’f ’ fonetisch, bij de ’p ’ en ’t’ analogisch 
te spellen; analogisch schrijft men dan de ’s’ en ’f’ ook in vormen als 
’raasde, leefde’, waar men een ’z’ en ’v ’ spreekt" (p.53).
Te Winkel’s explanation was accepted however,though Van Ginneken 
introduced a new rule: "Maak in geschrifte onderscheid tusschen den aan- en
'j'
afloop van een phoneem, en sclirijf den afloop altijd ’v ’ en ’z’, en dan ,|
aanloop altijd ’f ’ en ’s’"(p.37); the terms "aanloop" and "afloop" must not j
be confused with "anlaut" and "auslaut", since the former refer to when the |
k





begin van een lettergreep geschreven. Waar volgens het gelijkvormigheidsprin- 
cipe ’v ’ of 'z' op het einde zou moeten worden geschreven, worden deze door 
’f  en 's’ vervangen" (p.xliii); "lettergreep" should be "phoneem", as this 
rule seems to allow the spellings "ophefven, klasze".
All post-Woordenlijst spelling reformers (Klück, Rombouts, V.V/.3. ) have 
been in favour of rejecting the gelijkvormigheid rule, so that no suggestion 
of ’-v’ can be expected. This does not mean that it went unconsidered: J.C, 
Pauwels, in his review of Rombouts in the "Dietse Warande" (1958, 433), writes 
that "(hij) vindt dat de regel 'lezen - lees; brieven - brief’ zijn 
bruikhaarheid heeft bewezen en stelt dus voor dezelfde regel toe te passen op 
de parallelle gevallen; ’dage - dach; baden - baat; krabben - Icrap’. M.i* is 
het volstrekt niet vanzelfsprekend de behandeling van ’g, d, b ’ aan te passen 
aan die van 'z’ en 'v', zoals R. voorstelt, Het kan ook andersom, met 
inachtneming van de regel van de gelijkvormigheid. Er kan niet meer bezwaar 
zijn tegen ’lezen - leez; brieven - briev' dan tegen ’dagen - dach' enz,, M.i, 
eigenlijk minder, want wie de stemloze vorm van een consonant in de auslaut 
wil schrijven omdat men die hoort, kan moeilijk ontsnappen aan grafieen als 
’het fenster, lach foor’, want daar hoort men even goed een stemloze consonant", 
Apart from the final non-sequitur (sandhi-spellings are by no means implied by 
a phonetic auslaut spelling, cf, the comments of J. te Winkel given in chapter 
3), the comment is valid, though a little unjust to Rombouts.
For Rombouts had indeed considered, however briefly, this alternative 
possiMity. The lack of discussion about it shows greater confidence in his 
own system rather than absence of thoroughness. He adopts his phonetic system 
firstly because he believes it to be superior, and secondly because it involves 
less unfamiliarity on the part of the readers; "We hebben schema I en II als 
norm genomen voor de andere drie, omdat de ’s-z’- en de 'f-v'-regeling sinds 
lang zonder tegenspraak aanvaard en ingeburgerd zijn" (p.37). However, in the 
adoption of a fully phonetic system he finds himself in a dilemma, in that 
given the "absolute regel: aan het eind van een woord of stam wordt nooit’v, z, 
H, d, g’ geschreven, ,., we zo in konflikt raken met de grondregel: sclirijf 
wat er klinkt. Wij zeggen niet: 'leefde, vreesde, tqpde, zaachde', niet 
’ geleefde, gevi'ee^de, overtopde, gezechde', maar 'leevde, vreezde^ tobde.
lii
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zaagde, geleeyde, gevreezde, ovmrtqbde, gezeade”'. A phonetic spelling such 
as these latter demands a qualification of the basic rule, permitting the 
changing of the two final consonants in inflection ("gezecht - gezegde; 
geleeft - geleevde"), which is inconvenient and undesirable, taking away the 
simpleness of the rule governing final consonants» He has no objection to 
’-v' or '-z' appearing in syllable division, as in "vreez-de, leev-de", as 
it is already impossible to avoid voiced consonants appearing in similar 
positions in "bid-den, tob-ben, zeg-gen" etc.. His personal preference is for 
the fully phonetic system, with "vreezde, leevde", - "ze wordt echter in deze 
verhandeling niet doorgevoerd", Thus although he has considered and rejected 
the consistent gelijkvormigheid system involving final '-v' and *-z', he 
finds it necessary to use ’-vde* and '-zde*. This is exactly the same system 
as that used by Montanus 320 years earlier.
Nor did the V.W.S. adopt the phonetic spelling system uncritically. 
Paardekoper, in his"Syntaxis" (1965, §.20.4,2.3), writes "dat de analogie een 
rol in de taal speelt, wordt tereoht algemeen aanvaard. Maar hoe groot is 
die rol? Ik heb de indrulc dat we hier nogal eens overdrijven om ons 
conservatieve sentiment te gerieven. Hoe komt het immers dat niemand 
voorstelt om ’bonz’ te gaan spellen naar analogie van 'bonzen', 'braav' naar 
'brave'... Kennelijk omdat we van zulke analogie-gevoelen- niet de minste 
last hebben". Although he rejects gelijkvormigheid spellings, he realises 
that consistency would demand "bonz, braav" etc.; his comment only applies 
to the post-Siegenbeek period however, for, as seen above, many have indeed |
made the suggestion he mentions. li
It is a strange fact that in modern times (post-Siegenbeek) nearly all |
gelijkvormigheid spellers have found reasons for not making 'f/v' and 's/z' if
spellings follow the same rules as 'd/t, b/p, g/ch', but that convinced j
opponents of the system, such as Rombouts and Paardekoper (indeed this applies I
to grammars since Moonenl), feel free to point out the inconsistency in not 
allowing final '-v' and '-z' spellings. Only Pauwels amongst modern defenders 
of gelijkvormigheid moots the use of *-v' and '-z'.
Summary:
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defenders of ’-v, -vt, -vde’: (Sexagius, Dafforne), Gargon, Duikerius, Najer,
Heugelenburg, De Vin, Van Rhyn, "Bijdragen", 
Philologus, (Van Bellegem),"Inleyding", Van Daele, 
(De Meckere), De Re, Smits,(Oosterzee), Pauwels.
users of ’-v, -vt, -vde': Huygens (Hooft,Vondel,) Sanderus, Lodensteyn, 
Hilarides, Van Hove, Sibranda, Van Yk, Van der 
Linden, Kuyper, Van Rusting, Pars, Van Riebeeck, 
Leydekker, "Ned. Ts. Geneeskunde", Van Hoolwerf, 
Van Steyn, Van den Honert, Vsm Berbeek, Mestingh, 
Wassenbergh, Staring, Hasendonck, Beets's maid.
users of "zelv" (and sometimes "Graav") only: Duikerius's "Voorbeeldzels",
Den Eiger, Van Alkemade, Boomkamp, Van der 
Voorst, Chalmot (Bilderdijk?).
defenders of '-v, -vdej of '-vt' in verbs but not in derivative nouns:
Zeydelaar, Nuttig en Noodig speldboekje,(Krom), 
Schwiers*
defenders of the phonetic '-f, -vde' system: Montanus, Rombouts.
— o — o — o —
Chronology:
Middle Dutch
1600 -  1640 
1640 - 1670 
1670 - 1680 
1680 -  1690 
1690 - 1705 
1705 - 1720









1800 - 1825 
1825 - 1958
1958ff
- l600 final *-v' unknown, except for Sexagius's inverted 
F' system.
-v' mooted by Dafforne, exceedingly rare.
-v' isolated and usually inconsistent appearances.
-v' becoming q^oite common (cf.Winschooten's comments), 
the first defense of '-v' system.
-v' relatively common, opposed by all "major" grammars.
-v' gradually fading out, but given new strength by the 
often reprinted Heugelenburg.
-v' very unusual.
-V* hardly found at all in literary works, though found in 
some theological writings.
-v’ revived by Van Rhyn, "Bijdragen", Philologus, Zeydelaar, 
-v' uncommon, though still used.
-v' first mooted by a Southern grammar ("Inleyding").
-v' gradually dies out in the North, but now used and 
defended in the South, "zelv, zelvs" still in use.
-v' now dead in the North, still in use in the South.
-V* not suggested by any, though some realise the 
inconsistency in not using it alongside '-b, -d, -g'.
'-v' mentioned by Bauwels as possible, and by Paardekoper 
as improbable; neither mention actual historical instances.
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Chapter 8; 'g'
'gh-' before 'e, i, y ’
before other letters at the beginning of a syllable 
’-gh’ in final position and before 't'
*g’ used for /j/
used for /z/
’zj’ used for /z/, and other spellings of this sound
»sj' used for /s/
Initial 'gh-'
The use of ’gh’ before palatal vowels (e, i, y) is a well-known feature 
of early written Dutch, but there were several variants of the basic system, 
some of which were in fairly widespread use. The development of the normal 
system will be discussed first.
With the adoption of the Latin alphabet for Dutch one significant 
difference between Dutch and the romance languages caused a major modification 
in the spelling. In the romance languages (be it French or medieval Lcitin) 
used by those who committed early Dutch texts to paper, the historical ’g’ 
coming before a palatal vowel was consistently palatalised. The letter ’g’ 
therefore had two pronunciations in the medieval alphabet: the one before a 
palatal vowel, the other in the remaining positions. No confusion occurred 
because the difference was non-phonemic, - ’g’ before a palatal was always 
palatalised, elsewhere never.
In Dutch however such palatalisation had not occurred, and the same sound 
was heard in all positions. But as the medieval scribes would automatically 
palatalise any prepalatal ’g’, a means had to be found to indicate that this 
was not to be done. The means chosen is tliat which also occurred in Italian, 
namely the addition of ’h', as in "gheest" with a normal Dutch ’g’ as against 
"geeste" from French "geste" with the palatalised sound (cf* Italian "ghiotto" 
with / g/ and "Giotto" with /dz/). It cannot be known from the available 
material whether the use of ’gh’ in both Italian and Dutch is the result of 
influence from contemporary Italian on Dutch, or if it is merely a case of 
parallel development.
The primary use for the ’gh’ spelling was therefore to prevent a 
palatalised realisation of the letter 'g', and it can be seen then that the
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only place where ’gh’ was necessary was before a palatal vowel; in any other 
position ("dagh, vraaghde, ghaan, nogh’’) other factors are at play, which will 
be dealt with later. It can also be seen that the addition of ’h’ was 
imperative wherever ’g’ was used before a palatal, thus also in words such as 
’’jonghelinghen’’; such forms therefore do not necessarily imply that a 
fricative was heard after the ’n ’ (/qch/).
In earlier Middle Dutch texts the use of prepalatal ’gh’ is fairly 
rigorously consistent, though the use of the simple ’g’ is by no means 
uncommon. This basic usage was still followed in later Middle Dutch printed 
books, such as the Boecius translation (’’ghewerke, dinghen, ligghen’’etc. ) and 
the Exercitium. But now one new factor is of importance: in printed books the 
fixed letter-width often caused difficulties in fitting words onto a line, a 
problem relatively easily overcome in manuscripts by minor cramping of the 
letters and/or words. Tliis being impossible with fixed tjnpe the only answer 
was to omit certain letters: the superscript ’n ’ (daghe, zinghe, etc.) is very 
common, but so'too is the dropping of the ’h ’ from ’gh’. This occurs quite 
frequently in the Exercitium, where it can be readily identified as being due 
to this cramping.
One important implication of this seemingly innocuous typographical
expedient is that the use of ’h’, to show that prepalatal ’g’ was not
palatalised, could not have been functionally indispensible: if the simple ’g’ 
was adequate under enforced dropping of the ’h', then ’g’ was adequate per se. 
In this can be seen the embryo of the later simplification of ’gh’ to ’g’. Ih 
later printed works, in the 16th and early 17th century such dropping of the 
’h’ became exceedingly common, so much so that it is often difficult to decide 
whether the ’h ’ has been dropped from some words to save space, or inserted 
in others to fill up the line I
This was then the underlying scheme for initial ’g-’, - ’gh’ was used
before palatals, elsewhere the simple ’g’. This scheme is applied by 
Lambrecht, Van der Werve and Kilian, though Van der Werve’s book frequently 
Has the space-saving ’g-’ spelling. By this time, - the mid 16th century, - 
the dropping of the ’ h’ in initial ’gh’ was becoming very common, and some 
writers adopted the simple ’g-’ in all cases. Kilian was aware of this and
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includes for such people a cross reference "GI vide GHI". Certainly he will
/
have been aware of such forms in the dictionary of his employer Plantijn, for 
the latter has no entries at a 11 beginning with 'gh’, apart from a cross-entry, 
the complement to Kilian’s, "ghi voyez gy". Occasionally ’gh-’ spellings sli.p 
into the secondary entries, where they escaped attention, such as "liggen, ick 
ligghe, het light", some participles, and several instances of "ghy". Tliis is 
one notable case in which Plantijn may be considered more progressive than 
Kilian. Kilian however had no wish to improve established usage, for he 
wi’ites in the preface that "cornmunem Brabantici sermonis dialed turn, & 
orthographiam typographie maxime tritarn, sedulo obseruaui, negue temerè 
quicquaii mutaui". Plantijn’s immediate successor as writer of French/Dutch 
dictionaries, Sasbout, likewise has not a single entry beginning with ’gh’*
In 1576, the same year as Sasbout (though the letter’s approbation is C 
dated 1572), Sexagius became the first grammarian or orthographist to argue 
against the use of ’gh’. "Ga", he writes, is pronounced with the same /g/
sound as in ’” ge’, quod frustra apud nos plurique ... scribunt per 
aspitationem ’ghe’". The ’h ’ is useless as far as he is concerned, and he 
consistently drops it. It is possible that this pronouncement of his 
influenced De Heuiter, who knew of Sexagius’s work, and who also thinks the 
’h’ superfluous: "(in) ’ghelijke’ wat douter ’c, h, ij’?" - it should be 
"gelike" (p.83). And as to the function of the ’h’ to prevent palatalisation,
De Heuiter thinks nothing of it: one should vrrite "'gij' ... zonder d ’onnote- 
licke ’h’, want niemant spreect 'ij, jeven, jejeven"’ (p.4-7). Common sense |j
is in his opinion the best guard. (This comment that "niemant spreect ’ij’
(voor ’gij')" argues against the theory that the personal pronoun "jij" is 
often hidden in the spelling "gij", - De Heuiter certainly knew nothing of it.) I'l 
But the use of initial ’gh-’, despite the arguments of Sexagius and De 
Heuiter, and the dictionary usage of Plantijn and Sasbout, continued to be the 
norm. The lost work of De Berd seems to have had definite views on this ’gh-’ 
spelling, as reported by Dafforne ( p. 104-) : "Pieter de Berd schryft inde G, dat 
de Kinderen haer zullen wachten t'eenigher plaetsen H terstont na G te 
schryven", though he does not elaborate on his exact ruling.
It was to be thirty years more before the use of the simple ' 6"' was
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again proposed, this time by Van der Schuere: "Dat nu vele, oft meest alle 
Nederlanders in sommige woorden de ’h’ aende ’g’ koppelen ... dunkt ons een 
ongegrond gebruyk te wezen: ofte daer moste bewezen worden, dat de 'g* van 
haer zelven niet krachts genoeg en hadde, om alleen en zonder hulpe haer 
plaetze ofte aupt te bedienen" (p.22). In other words, if 'g' was adequate
elsewhere, it was also adequate before palatals.
In the next few years there is a moderate but definite tendency for the 
•g-’ forms to become more common, and by the 1620's such usage is fairly 
co#ion, though still rarely applied with full consistency. Amongst grammarians 
this new form is used by De Hubert, Van Heule, and Ampzing (cf chap.3), but 
not by Smyters, Van Gherwen or Dafforne. It is important to note that of these 
the most important all support 'g-', whilst supporters of ’gh-’ are all of 
distinctly lesser stature. The mood of influential writers is thus firmly in 
favour of changing to the simpler ’g-’ spelling. Van Heule in fact does not 
even mention the possibility of using ’gh-’1
Ampzing felt the ’h ’ to be superfluous, as the Dutch ’g’ always had the 
same pronunciation; he was moreover intensly annoyed by the misuse of the 
letter ’h ’ described earlier: "veele en konnen niet eene ’g’ aen enige klinker 
hechten, of de ’h ’ moeter tuschen staen pronken, dat een lelijk misbruyk van 
dese letter is: ja onse druckers misbruykense in plaetze van hunne ’spatien’, 
ofte plaetz-vullingen, ende stoppingen der regelen, ... So heb ikze dan
over al den voet gelicht daerse maer druck-beswaerster, ende heel en al onnut
ende overtollig is" (p.24).
The majority of grammars supported this view, including Plemp and Montanus. 
But probably the most influential of all statements came from the Bible 
translators. The majority of their resolutions for the letter ’g’ concern 
dropping the ’h ’ of ’gh’ in certain positions, e.g. "GE, in omnibus temporibus 
et participijs, in principio sine ’H’. placuit scribi, cum ’H. non sit 
necessaria, nec multiplicandae otiose literae. ...’Ick vrage’ in presenti, 
sine ’H ’. den ’H ’ aftekeuren ende uijt te laten soo veel doenlijk, conclusum" 
(Nos.4 & 9). Why they wished to-keep the ’gh’ in "songh, vraeghde" is not 
clear, though their retention of "ghy" reflects contemporary usage. This 
word in fact preserved the ’gh-’ spelling long after other words adopted ’g-’,
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which is the cause of one theory that "gy"and "ghy" might have been pronounced 
differently (cf. De Heuiter above, and also the double entries of Kilian and 
Plantijn). Revins, for example, as might be expected from one of the 
signatories of the Bible translators resolutions consistently uses ’g-’ but 
"ghy"; and Vondel only changed from "ghy" to "gy" in about 1670» In 1675 Van 
Helderen still has "ghy"(only) with ’gh-’ in his dictionary. Whether or not 
the forms represent different pronunciations is not of relevance here, except 
insofar as it might explain the undoubted tenacity of the spelling "ghy",
After the appearance of the Resolutions very few works defended the use of 
prepalatal ’gh-’. Rodriguez uses ’gh- ’ in his dictionary of 1639, as do 
Binnart (very inconsistently) in his dictionaries, and the spelling works of 
Kok (1649), Van Engelen (c.l650), Niervaert (1676) and "Laconis..." (I666); 
the latter writes that "G. Nunquam in teutonicis ponitur nisi hoc modo cum 
subséquente ’h ’ ... ut in ’hanghen, singhen (ghy, teghen segghen, lagh,
'j
kreegh)’". The earlier editions of Meijer’ s-Woordenschat (e.g. 1688) also 
regularly have initial ’gh-’ (see also below). j;
Usage lagged a little behind theory however, and the use of initial ^ - ’ |
in printed works continued to occur well into the second half of the 17th j!
century, especially in the Southern writers, such as De Swaen. E.G.P. still I
'I
feels the need to condemn it in 1713. I
After the mid 17th century by far the prédominait usage is the simple ’g-’.
Van der Weyden favours this system, and Van den Ende and Bilius condemn ’gh-’ 
in similar terms: "De overvloed van lettren heb ik geschoudt, zoo veel my 
mogelijk is geweest, alsoo ’t onvoeglijk is, veel letters te gebruyken daer 
’ t wejmige doen konnen; Derhalven spelle ik bondi g en kort: Aldus ’Ik, Gy ...* 
ende niet na ouder gewoonte ’Ick, Ghy...”’ etc. (Van den Ende 1654); "De 
manière van schrijven of van spellen sal ... wesen •.. met sparing’ van de 
Letteren ... by exempel: ’Daeghelyckxsche, Opghetoghentheydt’ (worden) ... 
’Dagelycse, Opgetogentheyt"’ (Bilius I66I). All other works produced 
thereafter support or use the simple ’g-’ spelling: Nil Volentibus, Van 
Atteveld, Winschooten, Van Helderen, Sewel, etc..
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The change in theory behind the ’gh-’ spelling, and the consequent 
extension of its use in initial position.
As was described above, the original function of the ’h’ added to the ’g’ 
was as a diacritic to prevent palatalisation. This is shown by the fact that 
’gh’ was originally used only before palatals. However it is easy to see how 
the view could arise that ’gh’ was a special sign to show that a Dutch 
fricative f gj was to be pronounced as opposed to the French, German or Latin 
plosive or palatal. From there it is a short step to regarding the ’gh’ as a 
diagi'aph representing the Dutch fricative per se. Several quite eminent 
writers fell into this understandable trap, Lambrecht for instance writes 
that ’’ge werd ghepronunc 1 eerd tweasins, te weten voor a o u, ghelijc offer en 
h tusschen stonde ... Maar voor e, ende i, zo medeluudse ghelijc j consonant 
voor de vocalen doed’’. Thus /j/ was the basic sound before a palatal, and 
elsewhere ’g’ was pronounced "ghelijc offer (e)en h tusschen stonde". This 
amply indicates that he felt the ’h’ to be a sign of fricativeness. This too 
was the view of Sexagius: "scribunt per aspirationem ghe" - ’gh’ is used to 
show the aspiration.
In the opinion of Spiegel in the Twe-spraack ’gh’ was the voiced companion 
to the unvoiced ’ch’. He was not concerned however with distinguishing the 
fricative Dutch /g/ from the palatalised sound, but rather from the plosive 
/gj which he hears in certain positions. The question of whether or not he 
did know a plosive /g/ is not relevant here, except insofar as Iiis belief in 
its reality influenced his ’gh’ spellings (see below). Spiegel’s view was 
borrowed by Dafforne in 1627: "Andere bemerkende dat dit geluyd (van ’g’ in 
’zing, tang »..) al te schraal na de ’k ’ klinkende was, hebben een ’h ’ by 
ghevoeght". Here the ’gh’ is unarabiguously presented as a means of showing 
the fricativeness of the ’g’. Hillenius wrote later: "To expresse ’g’ more 
guttutall they write it with an ’h ”’ (see the examples he gives quoted above 
in chapter 5)«
More expert writers were not confuiâed however. Montanus argued that if 
the ’h’ in ’gh’ were a sign of fricativeness, then all fricatives ought to 
have an ’h ’ added, giving "vheel, zheer". This reductio ad absurdum reasoning 
validly shows the superfluity of the ’h’ in ’gh’. Most inriters realised that
lil"
317.
this was the correct view, and that 'gh' was no better than 'g', so that the 
’h' could safely be dropped.
It can be seen though that once 'gh' became viewed as the sign for the 
fricative Dutch / g/, it was a logical step to proceed to the use of 'gh' in 
all positions where a fricative / g/ was heard, thus not only before palatals. 
Such forms, though not common, can be found from later Middle Dutch to the 
second half of the 17th century. It is first recorded as being common in 
certain of Maerlant*s work, before the vowels 'a, o, u'; W.N.T. gives the 
examples "ghare, ghone, gha, ghalike" etc. (see also p.374 of the Obreen &
Van Loey texts). No exariples are given by these sources of 'gh' before
consonants. Such a usage was known to Lambrecht in 1550, for he expressly
condemns it: "gha, gho, ghu, en hebben hier gheanen dagh, want datmen can 
spellen met twea letters, daer en zaimer ghean drie toe nemen". This applied 
to the use of initial 'gh' at least, though as can be seen from "dagh" other 
factors were at play in other positions. In initial position he only felt
'gh' to be necessary before a palatal.
One of the most important users of this system condemned by Lambrecht was 
Spiegel, In the Twe-spraack he writes that "het geluyd van gh (na myn 
ghevoelen) zo wel voor als achter klinkers komende, in gheklanck met ch 
verscheelt, zo wel in 'ick lagh' dat van 'leg* ende 'ick lach' daar van 
'lachen' komt, als in 'gharen' ende 'Charon', 'ghy' ende der Grieken 'chi'". 
'Gh' was the "dick ende zwaer gheluid" of 'ch', - i.e. the notmal Dutch / g/,- 
and was to be used wherever this /gj was heard, with only one exception,
Spiegel was not merely following an older usage (though as noted it did 
exist), but was consciously formulating a system of his oim: "de ' g' naakt 
ghestelt heeft by ons het zelfde gheluyd ende de kracht als 'gue' der
Fransoyzen. ... (Onze 'g' heeft) een blazend gheluid,.., d'weIck (wij) over al
met een 'h' uyt beelden; hoe wel r-;:. vele nu de 'h' hier nalatende de 'g' zelf 
het blazend gheluid toe-eighenen: van welck ghevoelen ick oock gheweest ben, 
maar de zaack wel na spuerende, bevind' ick dat de 'h' by ons ouders hier niet 
te vergheefs ghebruyckt is; doch alsze over de '1' ende 'r' valt, heeftmen om
de veelheyd der letteren te myen de 'h* haghelaten, hoe wel datse alsdan het
blazende gheluyd behoud, als in 'glad, groot', etc. t'welck \rj in zuDoc oock
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(komiende hier van zekere reghel gheven) alzo volghen" (p.52-4). His "zekere 
reghel" is thus always to use 'gh' for the fricative / g/ except before '1' and 
'r'. On p.42 he actually uses "ghlad", but this is abnormal, for elsewhere 
he abides by his system: "gleed, glom, gryp" etc. on p.88-9.
This system, uhder the influence of the Twe-spraack, was still in use at 
the beginning of the ne:ct century. .Some, however, took Spiegel's argument 
further and did not allow the exception which he made for 'gh' before 
consonants (in effect before 'r' and '1'). Thus Van der Schuere mentions that 
"meest elk (i.e. not all) de 'h' ... aflaet, schryvende 'gaef, god, gunst, 
gloet, groeyen'" - i.e. there were those who did use 'gh' in these positions. 
Users of this combination are not overabundant, though the practice must have 
been fairly common as it is still to be found a considerable time later.
The Bible-translators know of the spelling, and reject it:"G.2. 'Grau^v, 
grys, groen, graen, giants', sine 'h': nunquam 'ghroen' cum 'h' et sic de 
similibus. G.3. 'Genade, gunste, goof absque 'h'". Amongst users are five 
language works: Dafforne uses ' g' and 'gh' in (more or less) the normal way,
with 'gh' before 'i' and 'e', but when discussing the Twe-spraack's use of 
'gh' before other vowels and consonants, he himself uses "doorghaans, ghoeden", 
- "want alzo behoorde mense te schryven: end' die zulke doente na-doen, doen 
' t op ghoeden glirond, zonder teeghen reedelykheyts wetten te verbuuren". Apart 
from in the vicinity of this comment such spellings are rare ("gha" p.110).
Van Gherwen uses such spellings as "ghaer, ghaerne, ghaerden", with 'gh' 
before all vowels in the manner of the Twe-spraack, though he does not defend 
this usage. "Ghaen" occurs (once) in the Dutch 8chole-master of 1639 - at 
least the typesetter was acquainted with this system. Kok in his Letterkonst 
is one of the more radical, possibly emulating the Twe-spraack (reprinted 
the same year), and using "ghoede, ghrondtreeghelen, hoeghrootheid, glirof, 
letterghreep, ghaat" etc., as for example also in the verb conjugations - 
"ghaan, ghing oft ghong, ghe-ghaan" (p.25).
The fifth of the users referred to above is Meijer in his Woordenschat.
In the 1688 edition, for example, can be found such forms as "ghaat, 
ghrootmoedigh, verghrootghlazen", Later editions amend these examples to 
conform to the normal 'g-' system (e.g. the 1745 edition)* As the preface
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to the 1669 edition mentions Kok's work, it is conceivable tliat this had 
encouraged the adoption of these 'gh-' spellings in the dictionary* Van der 
Weyden may be referring to Kok, the Twe-spraack, or both, when he writes in 
1651 that "(sommige) vele overtollige letteren, tot verlenginge barer schriften, 
gebruyken, als ... 'h' achter 'g' in 'ghij, leegh, ghangher'". Hillenius 
gives "ghod, ghodt" as contemporary variants in I664, as mentioned above.
This usage did not last much longer than these dates, and even in 1688 may 
well be nothing more than a relic of earlier editions.
Other extensions of 'Rh'
The other major use of the digraph 'gh' is in gelijkvormigheid spellings 
such as "dagh, vraaghde". This must not be confused with the use of initial 
'gh-' described above, for the two are totally distinct, not only in who used 
them, but also in the period of their application. The users of 'gh-' by no 
means always use '-gh'; nor vice versa. The use of 'gh-' lasted from early 
Middle Dutch until roughly the raid-late 17th century, whereas '-gh' and '-ght, 
-ghde' began in later Middle Dutch, talcing over from '-ch', and did not 
finally die out until the mid-18th century, especially in the South. After 
the mid 17th century a tremendous number of ivriters use '-gh' who would not 
have considered using 'gh-'. Something approaching this usage did exist 
earlier, for example in Van Beaumont's "Grillen", but was rarely consistent.
The use of '-gh' as a final spelling has been discussed above in the 
chapter on -^ch' (chap.3) 0 But it is here in place to mention one of the 
underlying theories governing the use of 'gh'. After the demise of 'gh-' and 
with the continued use of '-gh' in a position where Dutch has only unvoiced 
consonants (at the end of a word), it is understandable that the combination 
'gh' came to be seen as having a different pronunciation from the simple 'g', 
namely that normally attributed to 'ch'; this is an exact parallel to the 
rise of the notion that initial 'gh' was the sign of the fricative, as 
described above. In both cases an incidental effect of the usage of the 
digraph has become the main reason for its use, in the minds of some at least.
The prime mover in the propagation of this theory was Moonen: "De H wordt 
van zommigen achter de G in het ende des woorts, daer zy van outs plagh
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gesclxreeven te worden, verworpen onder bet voorgeeven van overtolligheit*
Maar is noodigh en brengt den Woorclen in de uitspraeke hulp toe",- final 
»gh’ was thus not the same for him as 'g*. Here Moonen misunderstands the 
nature of the historical forms which he had seen. Originally the use of *-gh' 
was a gelijkvormigheid spelling on a par with *-d’ or ’-b’(e.go "daghen - dagh). 
As mentioned above, the ’-gh’ may later have acquired the pronunciation of /ch/ 
for itself, but that was not the original motivation for its use. The rise of 
the '-gh' spelling, which coincides with the rise of '-d*, cannot be 
adequately explained if it is other than a gelijkvormigheid spelling.
Van Gaveren, in his resume of Poeraet (Boekzaal 1703a,359) is even more 
explicit: "'Dagh' (verwerpt) in het Meervout de H om de hardigheit ... gelyk 
ook de T, F en S ... veranderd worden in Ü, V en Z", - i.e. 'gh/g' is on a par 
with 't/d, f/v, s/z'. Moonen himself realised a difference between 'ch' and 
'gh' (see his comments quoted in chap. 13), and thus shows himself pray to 
aitosuggestion in hearing three different sounds in 'ch/gh/g'.
One possible important effect of this view that 'gh' was pronounced /ch/ 
may have been the evolution of such spellings as "laghen, kaghel, lagghen" etc, 
for "lachen, kachel'' etc., and especially the very common ''lighaam'* form of the 
18th century (see chap.4-)* In response to Moonen's comments on 'gh' having a 
pronunciation of its own, Sewel amended his own use in the 1708 edition of his 
dictionary, changing '-chg-' in "loochgenen" and the like to "looghenen", 
where it can be clearly seen that the ' gh' represents the sound /ch/. His 
reason for rejecting 'ch' in this position is purely orthographical, not 
phonetic: "hoewe1 de meesten hiertoe 'ch' gebruyken, echter kan ik niet 
goedvinden een sillaab daarmee te beginnen, zo lang my een andere uytweg 
openstaat",- for him there is no difference in the pronunciation of 'ch' or 'gh'.
Whether or not this theory was in fact the cause of the ''lighaam'' spelling, 
it was really unavoidable that the use of 'gh' in this position, accompanied by 
its use in "dagh, vlagh" etc. in Moonen's system should associate it with the 
pronunciation / ch/. The other major use of ' gh' - to distinguish homonyms 
such as "dagh (dies)... dag (een dolk)" is discussed in chapter 18.
321.
The use of ' g' for /.i/
The use of the letter 'g* for / j/ has its early origins in Middle Dutch.
It is possible that the dialect alternation between /gj and /j/ before palatals 
may have influenced this. This alternation affects such words as "geeste, 
gicht, Genever", the name "'Jillis' (twelc men Gillis plach te schrijven)"
(Van Heule 1633), and possibly the pronoun "gij/jij". This phenomenon is
recorded by several early grammarians, indeed Lambrecht felt that "voor e, 
ende i, zo medeluudse (viz. the 'g’) ghelijc i consonant voor de vocalen doed.
g, voor e, en i, veranderd in q consonant". This was for him the standard 
pronunciation of ' g' before palatals. From his other comments it is seen that 
by "i consonant" he means /j/, not /z/.
The principle use of 'g' with the sound / j/ is not in this position 
however, but in the diminutives, ‘nich spellings as "twintgien, Bockgien, 
dichgies, tuytgie, schuytgie" are very common in the earlier 17th century; 
these particular examples are taken from Huygens. Opposition to this habit 
came, among others, from Leupenius: "De ‘g* komt met eenen sterken aassem uit 
de keele voort, niet als een 'j', gelyk dat seer gemeen is: soo schrijft men 
'meisgen, viertgen', en spreekt nochtans de woorden uit 'meisjen, viertjen'".
A slightly different phenomenon, but also one in which 'g' represents / j/ 
is in French loan words containing the combination 'gn', e.g. "Spagnen, 
Oraigne". In the course of time a tendency arose to change this spelling to 
the less French combination 'nj', e.g. "Spanjaard, Oranje". Such forms are 
already Imown in the 17th century (e.g. "Brittanje" used by Anslo in Klioos 
Kraam II,lA). These 'nj* spellings may have their origins in statements such 
as Van der Weyden's that " ' accompagner en, compagnie, compagnon', als 
'accompaanjeren, compaanjie, compaanjon' (luydt), 'Oragne' of 'Oraigne' als 
!.Oraanj e ’, ' peigne ' als ' Spaanj e .
A transitional form, not found frequently, has the ’ g' after the 'n', as 
in "barselonge, s^uigoer, congongeren" and even "spaeynghen* all used by De 
Ruyter. A spelling such as " Spang j en" used by Heemskerk may also be such a 
transition form, though the 'ng' may indicate a pronunciation before the 





Since the mid 17th century there have been successive efforts to give the 
'-nj-' spelling to more and more loan words. In the early period such forms 
as "Montanje" were used by De Brime (in "Banlcet-Werk"), in the 18th century 
Langendijk uses "Germanje", Wagenaar uses "Britanje", and "Spanja, Oranje" are 
frequently found. In this the influential usage of Wagenaar may have been 
central. De Vries and Te Winkel allowed such spellings to remain, but resisted 
attempts at further extending their use; "kompanje" was acceptable, but not 
"kompanjon" (Grondb.§.599). Thijm, however, pointed out that certain of Te 
Winkel's rules (given below) should have allowed the spelling "odekolonje" 
etc.; he personally was not attracted to such forms.
The official "Voorstellen" of the Kollewijn movement did not press for any 
reform in this field, though certaih of the more radical amongst them did use 
such forms in practice. Wille picked on these and other non-official 
idiosyncrasies in an attempt to ridicule the whole movement: "men kent de 
fraaiigheden nog wel: faljiet, mienister, justietsie, ofsier, iedieoot, 
horloozje, pasient, miljoenen, koepee, konvokaatsie, odekolonje, sijfer, 
naatsie, sent, brosjure, masjiene, buro, kado, reels, enz. Ik neem deze meest 
op uit een overvloed in romantisch werk van Kollewijn en lezingen van Van den 
Bosch. ... Gonsequenter (ironic?) ging Buitenrust Hettema te werk: nasie, 
nasjonaal of naatsjonaal, vernasjonaliezeren, bieblieoteek, zjenie, dieakonie, 
diereksie, sosieteit, serzjant, sienjaal, ordienèèr, leasjot, koeraazje, straik, 
kontribuutsie, poliesie, sosiealist, fuieton of fuiljeton, ofsier of offiesier, 
mielietèèr,... staasjon, insienje, portefuie,... prinsiepes" (Wille, Taalbederf 
p.94-5, 109). These and other such forms did not find great support.
Up to and including the 1954 Woordenlijst, little expansion was made to the 
list of words for which 'nj' was an acceptable substitute for 'gn'; 
"castagnetten" for example is preferred to "kastanjetten", but "sinjoor, 
kampanje" et al. are acceptable ("campagne" is also listed, without a cross- 
reference) .
The opening moves of the new pressure for reform came from Rombouts; "tot 
(deze) woorden behoren zeker de volgende: kampanje, kompanjon, kompanjie, 
sjampanje, sinjaleren, sinjalement, insienje, bezonje, sinjaal, sifanjeren, 
uanjifiek, assinjasie". For words with alternative pronunciations /nj/ or
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Dutch /g/ + /n/, e.g. "dignitaris, stagneren, magnifikat, raagnaniem" - the 
latter being a spelling pronunciation, the ’gn* spelling should be kept: 
"alleen *nj* schrijven, waar aan de nj-uitspraak geen twijfel bestaat"(p.107). 
Verschueren voiced similar thoughts in his dictionary: "-gn* gespr. nj = nj: 
KAI4PANJE, KASTANJETTEN (allowed by the Woordenlijst). Dus ook sinjaal enz.".
A moderate move to accede to these progressive pressures came in the 
Rapport: "De commissie stelt voor 'nj* te spellen na * a* en 'o'; dus 'banjo, 
kompanjon, bezonje', zo ook 'lornjet, sinjeur', maar 'beignet, soigneren, 
konsigne, signeren"' (ll,§.30),- the latter were still felt to be too radical. 
Since the appearance of this report the "Aksiegroep voor Vereenvaudiging" 
continued to press for full acceptance of '-nj-' along the lines of Rombouts 
and Verschueren.
Similar to this use of 'g' or 'j' in the sound /nj/ is the appearance of 
'j' in loan words where the French original has a combination such as '-aille' 
In Dutch this suffix is usually pronounced either /alje/ or /all/, and this 
shift in pronunciation has often produced changes in spelling, some 
spontaneous and some the result of progressive pressures. The spelling 
"galjoot" is already recorded in the texts used by Salverda de Grave, and can 
be found in Bontekoe. This word is more prone to a '-Ij-' spelling as it is 
derived from "galiote" which already contains an 'i'. Bontekoe however also 
spells "Ilje" for the Portugese "ilha" with the same palatalised '1' as in 
the French suffix '-aille'.
Possibly due to the use of 'g' for /j/ in 'nj' described above, it is by 
no means unknown to find spellings with '-Ig-' for this other sound. De 
Ruyter makes frequent use of this combination, as in "gelgoen, batalgons, 
cycylge"(^Sicily), and, from a more literary source, Bredero uses "gefalgeert" 
(Sp.Brab.). This particular usage was never very widespread.
The other alternative Dutch spellings continued in standard usage: Kramer 
in the 18th century records that "Die Franzosische Sylbe -aill, -11 (&c) ist 
alie Oder ali (ilj- &c) als Ganalie (Ganalje)". On p.240 he also gives 
"Valjant &c, Biiet oder BLjet &c". This.would seem thus to be a fully 
acceptable spelling, though Kramer is not always infallible as a guide to





Since the 19th century this spelling (-alje) has had much the same fate as 
that of '-nj-' described above. Te Winkel disapproved of too radical forms 
such as "patroeljeeren" as departing too far from the original, although with 
the majority of "woorden dezer soort - die meest in de uitspraak eene veel 
sterkere verandering hebben ondergaan - is de regel niet meer toepasselijk, 
het gebruik schrijft ze, zoveel doenlijk, op Wederlandsche wijze, b.v. ... 
'travalje (hoefstal)... biljart, ... biljet"'. "Millioen, médaillé, failliet" 
on the other hand were still the only accepted forms, though "Kanalje (ook 
Canaille), rapalje, vermiljoen, bataljon" were acceptable (W.lijst 1166/1393 
g.78) I The dividing line is very subjective.
Again some of the Kollewijners wished to see reform in this: "faljiet, 
miljoenen, fuiljeton" are amongst those ridiculed by Wille above. The view 
of the Woordenlijst (1954) was similar to that of Te winkel: '11* wordt '1j' 
in de woorden waarin alleen of vooral 'Ij' wordt gesproken (biljart, biljet, 
vermiljoen enz.), maar blijft overal elders" (page L.). "Kanalje, rapalje" 
of Te Winkel revert to '-aille', but "miljoen" is now acceptable. Rombouts 
felt that if these were approved then there was no valid reason against 
"faljiet, giljotine, patroelje, ravitaljeren, troevalje, kanalje, vanilje, 
vrilje enz."(p.108), in which Verschueren agreed with him.
The "Rapport” of 1967 was very conservative: "De commissie stelt voor geen 
wijzigingen aan te brengen, behoudens 'kanalje' en 'rapalje'". As these were 
already approved by Te Winkel this is no great concession. The "Eindvoorstel- 
len" took an even more conservative step, and decided that "kanalje" was, 
after all, unacceptable. The net result of this is that very little has 
changed in this spelling since the early 19th century.
The only further use of 'g' for /j/ is one of very limited use. This 
concerns the abnormal substitution of 'g' for a normal Dutch /j/, and may well 
be influenced by this usage in the diminutives, in "gicht",in "gefalgeert" 
etc.. The best examples of this anomalous usage are to be found in De Ruyter's 
writings, in which he uses 'g' in many positions where there is no historical 
basis for its presence; for example in "guytlant, gornaels, magoor, buygych.
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copygeerde, questygen, doeygen, koeygen, groeygen, fraeyge, moeyge, don jan 
d'oustryga". In the interests of clarity the"normal" spellings would be 
"Jutland, journaal, majoor, buiTg, copieerde, kwestien, dooien, groeien, 
koeien, fraaie, mooie, Don Jan d'Austria". He also spells "roeyghen" for 
"roeien" - cf "Spaynghen" mentioned above - a clear indication that not only 
did he consider 'g* and 'j' to be interchangeable, but also 'g' and 'gh', even
to the extent of using 'gh' for 'j'l In his opinion they were merely 
typographical variants. This usage of his can only be explained by the 
humble nature of De Rujrter's scholarship.
The use of ' p:' and other letters for /z/.
As was described above, this palatalized form of /g/ is not native to
Dutch, and consequently in the many loan words in which it occurs it has often 
been thought desirable to replace the French 'g' and 'j' by a different letter 
(or letters), in order to show that it is not the Dutch pronunciation which is 
expected. The most convenient of discussion is a chronological survey of the 
main alternatives, followed by notes on the less-used variants.
But one important point must first be noted. The spellings 'g' or 'j' are
per se no guide whatsoever to the pronunciation involved: 'g* van be either 
the Dutch fricative, the French palatal, or /j/ (as in the previous section), 
and 'j' can also represent either of the last two,- /z/ or /j/. A French 
word like "majesté" can thus be spelt "magesteit" by Meurier without 
necessarily indicating any change in the pronunciation; nor, conversely, 
indicating that the pronunciation was unaltered. Even a spelling like 
"gornael" noted above from De Ruj’^ber is not an unambiguous guide to the 
pronunciation. Only when some combination other than ' j ' or ' g' is used can 
any judgement on the sound be made. What sound was used when and by whom is 
of lesser relevance here, except insofar as it affected the spelling. Some 
words even have alternative pronunciations, not always reflected in the 
spelling. Ti'/o tendencies are noticeable however: those French words with 
initial ' j ' (= /z/) tend to adopt the Dutch /j/, and French ' g' (=/z/) tends 
to adopt the Dutch fricative. These are both spelling pronunciations. Tliis 
phenomenon is rarely carried out consistently: cf. "oranje/ orangist", the
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latter with /z/ (syllabic stress may play a part here).
For the sound /z/ in initial position three basic spellings are Icnown: 
originally French 'j' or 'g* where appropriate was kept unaltered. For long 
this system went unchallenged, but from the 19th century onwards there has 
been pressure for the adoption ôf'zj' to show this sound in both cases. It 
must not be thought however that 'zj' was a newly discovered letter 
combination for this sound, as this is far from being the case. Sexagius 
and Van der 8chuere both regard 'zj' as representing the sound of French 'j' 
and 'g': Sexagius uses it in the names "Ziacop, Zian, Ziazon"(D3v°), and Van 
der Schuere criticises this sound when applied to the name for the Dutch 'g': 
"Eenige noemenze 'zje', gelijk de Francoyzen". It can be seen thus that 'zj' 
(Sexagius's 'zi') was even as early as this established as a digraph capable 
of representing /z/. But it was to be long yet before this was suggested as 
a possible practical spelling. The single 'z' was sometimes used also, e.g. 
Plantijn's entry "Zeloers, ofte ialoers".
Whilst 'gh-' was the standard spelling for the Dutch fricative /g/, it 
was convenient to retain the simple ' g' for /z/. '^^ any early writers make 
just this distinction consistently: whenever Killan, for example, uses 'g' 
before a palatal vowel, it almost certainly represents /z/ otherwise he uses 
'gh-', even in loanwords, as in "Ghierlande, Ghieraffe, Ghisarme/guisarme" 
cf. "gendarme, genereren, generatie, generael, geste". As noted in the 
previous section Plantijn had not made this distinction.
Amongst later dictionaries to keep the 'g-' and 'gh-' fairly consistently 
separated in this way were those of Snyters and Binnart. The Twe-spraack 
distinguished ' g' (= /z/ and plosive /g/) from 'gh*- (Dutch fricative /g/) in 
any position (see above). Smyters has for example "Geneverboom, Genevooys, 
genoffel, Geryon" in his Epitheta, otherwise only 'gh-', and Binnart has 
only such loan words as "bagagie, generael" with 'g', in theory at least, for 
'g' often slips into the Dutch words as well. In fact most consistent users 
of 'gh' would automatically make this distinction, and for them there could 
be no confusion, since their use of 'gh' was a direct consequence of the use 
of 'g' for /z/(see previous section). Bolognino had an original idea for 
avoiding the problem: if /z/ was consistently spelt 'j', as in "lojeren.
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lojis", it would render the spelling with 'gh' totally superfluous, since 
the simple ' g' would be unambiguous (though this apparently results in an 
ambiguity for 'j').
When the use of initial 'gh' died out, there then arose the possibility 
of confusing the pronunciations of the French and Dutch 'j' and ' g’; E.G.P. 
for example used this as a reason for restricting the use of the letter 'j' 
to /z/, and using 'i' in Dutch words such as "iagen, Ian, iammer". This may 
have long influenced the use of 'i' for the semivowel /j/, but was not 
widespread, and certainly not at the time of E.C.P.'s writing (1713). Similar 
confusion probably caused De Ruj^ier's spelling " gornael" for "jornael". 
Sometimes the French /z/ ;jd.elded to a Dutch /j/, possibly as a spelling 
pronunciation in some cases, but by no means always; this cannot be the case 
for example in "loyeren, looye, orloy" in Middle Dutch for "logeren, loge, 
horloge", since here the /z/ was spelt with 'g'# The same applies to"Jenever".
Up to the time of Siegenbeek the retention of initial 'g' and 'j' in 
French loan words went unchallenged, though Siegenbeek possibly acts against 
his better judgement for he feels that such a spelling as "genie" attributes 
to the letter 'g' "eene uitspraak, weIke die letter in onze taal geenszins 
heeft".
But reform tendencies were being aroused. De Neckere felt that "men sou 
kunnen voorstellen van hier de S.in plaats van G. te gebruyken", were it not 
just as inaccurate as the ' g' spelling. So he suggests adding an accent,
"waar toe niet beter dienen kan dan dat men de G. boven merke met het hard 
aenblaes-teken (Spiritus asper) der Grieken" (p.81).
Among more orthodox radical lines Bomhoff, who "geenszins gerekend (\d.l) 
worden tot de zoodanigen, die gaarne nieuwigheden invoeren",was one of the 
first to moot the change from 'g' to 'zj'. Although he felt that a perfect 
spelling was impossible, he was not satisfied with-the Siegenbeek system in 
general, and with this spelling in particular. The 'g' in French loans, he 
records - as had many others before him - is pronounced as if it were a Dutch 
combination 'zj' "als in zjeu, stellazje". But unlike his predecessors he 
did not stop there: "over deze letterverbinding zal menig een den neus 
ophalen: de klank bestaat intusschen en laat zich door 'zj' afbeelden"(Mv WT.I).
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He repeats these views in his 1854 work:"Om eene verkeerde uitspraak voor 
te komen, zou men beter doen, in zulke woorden 'zj' te bezigen, en b.v. 
'stellazje' in plaats van 'stellaadje' te schrijven"(p.27). He did not adopt 
it in practice, but at least he had broken the ice, as it were, for future 
radicals, in nointing out that it should be quite acceptable.
This was not the view held by Te Winkel (§.599), who opposed such as 
"zjenie, inzjenieur, serzjant" as not accurately representing the sound. The 
conflict of opinion here between Bomhoff and Te Winkel is due fundamentally 
to a different approach to the desiderata of a spelling system. Te Winkel 
felt that 'zj' was not an exact representation of /z/, and so should not be 
used. Bomhoff on the other hand, like the later "phonemic school" of 
spellers, felt that an exact reciprocity between the sounds heard and the 
letters used was not a sine qua non of a spelling's acceptability. For 
Bomhoff 'zj' was adequate and therefore acceptable, no other alternative 
being available. Of considerable importance for Te Winkel also were aesthetic 
considerations; "horlozje of horloozje, dilizjanse, masjine of maasjine 
zouden al te wanstaltig zijn" (W.lijst 1866 §.79). Even Tliijm was opposed to 
such spellings, though his conclusions are inconsistent: he approves of 
Hsjerp, ansjovis" but not "zjenie, sjocolaad".
Just as was the case with the introduction of 'j' in "faljiet, odekolonje" 
etco, some of the Kollewijn followers were more radical than others in their 
demands for the use of 'zj'. In the examples given by Wille above can be 
seen some of KollewijnUs and Hettema's individual usages, including "zjenie, 
horloozje, serzjant, koeraazje". Van Deyseel also spelled "stellazje, zjuu, 
zjeuig, zjoernalistiek" (Daman.13). This reform was, however, no part of 
their official "Voorstellen". Consequently no moves were made to change this 
spelling in the Marchant system. Noi* did the Woordenlijst make any change:
'^C, en even zo 'j', beide = 'zj', blijven (horloge, rage, vitrage enz., 
journaal, joviaal enz.)"(p.xlviii).
The renewed voice of reform came again from Rombouts: "In 'n groot aantal 
woorden klinkt 'g' als 'zj': razje, stazje, blamazje,... zjerant, zich 
zjeneren, serzjant, zjenie,... zjiraf (cf. Kilian's "Ghiraffe" with a 
fricative 1), lozjeren,... etc.. Door (spelling-uitspraak) aal et aantal
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zj~woorden gelijdelek verninderen. Men kan nu al horen spreken, met de 
Nederlandse ’  g' van 'Gerrit'; generaal, genealogie, religie,... Van de meeste ‘ j  
dezer woorden kan men zeggeniÿ dat de ’ g'-uitspraak gewoon is of van liverlede 
zal worden". Wherever /z/ "beslist vaststaat" there was no reason for not 
writing 'zj'. The same holds mutatis mutandis for 'j', giving "zjoernaal, 
zjoernalist" etc., where "letter-mitspraak aan et werk (is)" causing "jaloers, 
joviaal" etc. with /j/ (p.106-7).
Rombouts’s view was supported by Verschueren; "g, j gespr. zj = zj ;
MOEZJIEK; Dus ook bagazje, zjoernaal, zjoviaal". "Moezjiek" was allowed in 
the Woordenlijst (hence its distinctive typography by Verschueren),- not 
because of reform pressure, but because its origin in Russian rather than in 
French gave no justification for using 'g' or 'j': only 'zj' was possible, 
"Moejiek" is not unknmm, however, being included for example in the 
"Prisma Vreemde Woordenboeky possibly influenced by French "moujiek". ^
But no concession to this pressure was forthcoming from the Rapport of 
1967 or the Eindvoorstellen two years later, and the status quo was confirmed.
Criticism of inconsistencies thus preserved in the official spelling comes I
I
also from Kulisch, who .asks why, if "MaWciavelisme" is acceptable, "oranzjist" ; 
is not also allowed.
The suffix '-age' and similar forms. ;
I
Unlike initial 'g' and 'j' described above which have a singularly i
straightforward development - the norm never having deviated from the original | 
French spelling - the spelling of the suffix '-age', and certain words where I 
'-age' occurs not as a suffix, has undergone several different transform­
ations. There is some evidence that a different pronunciation sometimes j,
occurred here, naiftely /dz/ as in English "John, George". For this '-age' 
suffix there are three main spellings, - '-aadje, -age/-agie, -azje'. It is 
the former, supported by Middle Dutch forms such as "staedsie, lamoetsie, 
staetge, loetgieren" which suggest the /dz/ pronunciation (which occurred 
in Old French at the time when these words were borrowed,- cf. English 
"lodge, stage" with the same sound).
Until the mid 17th century '-age' was the only normal spelling, but some
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ti#G before 1635 the alternative spelling '-(a)adje" had arisen, for Montanas 
records such forms as "plurnadje, stelladje" (p.81),- having, he says, the 
same sound as in French "Dieu", which might suggest /dz/ rather than /z/. At 
this time, however, these forms were not overcommon, but they were soon to 
become so. For they were adopted as the normal form by no lesser person than 
Vondel, as in "personaedjen" used above the character list for many of his 
plays. Because of Vondel*s eminence, mapy writers emulated his usage, 
including this spelling; Brune uses "personaedje", Meijer has "timmeraadje", 
though "personage, bagagie" are his normal forms. The older pronunciation 
lived on however, and Van der Weyden comments in 1651 "dat *agie* in 
'cieragie, fruytagie, personagie, pluymagie', ende in diirgelijke, klinkt als 
'aasje'; ende dat 'logeren*, luydt als 'loosjeren','logis' als 'loosjiis'".
He does not recommend a spelling change however.
In the next century, with the revival of many of Vondel's spelling 
practices under the influence of Moonen, the '-aadje' form once more became 
common; Langendijk has "personaadjen", Steven writes that "Bosschagie, 
cieragie" should have '-aedje' instead, and Zeydelaar prefers the forms 
"boschschaadje, persoonaadje, pluimaadje, vrijaadje", and even "'Arkaadje' - 
maar (ik) zou dit liever uitspreeken Ar-kaad-je", rather, that is, than with 
the sound which he normally heard in '-age' (see below re '-azie'). This 
form .was also adopted by Siegenbeek; the edition of Cramer's Trap der Jeugd 
adapted to Siegenbeek's spelling (1894) comments for example - '" Timmeragie, 
stellagie, schenlcagie' enz., waarvoor men ook beter zegt 'schenkaadje' enz.". 
Cramer knows of the two pronunciations (nb "zegt", not merely "schrijft"), 
for he goes on: "in de Fransche bastaardwoorden, die veel onder het 
Nederduitsch gebruikt worden, spreekt men de 'g' als 'zje' uit, gelijk de 
Franschen doen". What is not clear is why he hears a different pronunciation 
for the first mentioned words as distinct from French loans I Th^m records 
a contemporary pronunciation variation, which may be alluded to by Cramer, 
when speaking of Amsterdam dialect usage: "De Dames ... brae ht en in ' t 
Hollandsch nooit iets anders dan 'tirnmerazie' en 'bagazie' over haar lippen".
But now pressure began for the adoption of '-azje' for this suffix, just
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as it did. for initial 'zj-'. Te Winkel at first preferred the '-aadje' of 
Siegenbeek.'s system, but, because it no longer accurately represented the 
sound (once morel) he later felt that a change was needed: "in den 
bastaarduitgang '-aadje', die nagenoeg als 'a-zje' luidt, komt nog eene 
andere samengestelde letter 'dj' voor, die dagteekent uit den tijd, toen men 
'paadje, bagaadje' enz,, omirent als 'pa-dzje, baga-dzje' uitsprak. Nu men 
de 'd' niet meer laat hooren en de genoemde en aile dergelijke woorden op de 
hedendaagsche Fransche wijze uitspreekt, moet 'dj' als vervallen worden 
beschouwd, on door de 'g' (in de spelling), uitgesproken als in 'horloge, 
raanegd, vervangen worden; dus: 'bagage, slijtage, stellage'"(§.60S),-thus 
bringing this spelling into line with the normal "manege, logement, gelei, 
genie, horloge" which had always had 'g'. The spelling adopted by the WNT 
was this original French '-age', since "(aadje) buiten alle verhouding met 
de uitspraak geraakt (is)".
There had already been criticism of Te Winkel's original support for the 
retention of '-aadje', e.g. from Roorda and Van Vloten: the latter (in the 
"Navorscher" 13,lS63)wrote that "ik zou TR's spelling van den uitgang 'agie' 
boven die van SIEGENBEEK en TE WINKEL (aadje) verkiezen, omdat laatstgemelde 
meer dan de eerste tot wanspraak verleidt",-namely /-aadze/. This was in 
answer to a comment by "Een Vraagal" on Roorda's review of Te Winlcel ("De 
Nederlandsche Spelling" in De Gids 1862 11,38) asking "SIEGENBEEK schrijft 
'vrijaadje, plantaadje', en zoo doet ook dr. TE WIIjÇvEL. T.R. wil geschreven 
hebben 'vrijagie, plantagie'. Wie heeft het aan het regte eind?".
And so once more '-age' (not Roorda's '-agie') became the accepted 
spelling, which did not please Kollewijn, Hettema, Van Deyssel and others, 
writing '-azje' (though this should have had a double 'aa': "staazje, 
bagaazje"). From this time on the development of '-age', and the pressure 
for '-(a)azje' went hand in hand with that of 'zj-', which has already been 
described: Rombouts and Verschueren pressed for 'zj', and the Woordenlijst 
and official reports made no concessions.
Other spellings: (few of these are very common, others may exist).
is used by Coster in "redgeren" (Teeuwis,1418), possibly to show a /dz/
I ' !  S
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pronunciation. It is also recorded as normal in Kramer's grammar: "Die 
(Franzosische) Endsylbe -age, -ege, -ice &c ist -agie oder aadgie &c. als 
Avantagie &c". He actually only uses '-agie' in the examples, and it is 
possible that he may be confusing '-agie' with '-aadje'. This also 
constitutes a fiu'ther example of the interchange of 'g' and 'j'.
ds: a fairly common Kiddle Dutch spelling: Salverda de Grave records 
"staedsie", and the WNT mentions older spellings such as "pelgrimaedse".
gi: this was often used in the suffix form '-agie' and represents a variant 
pronunciation / a: zi/; it is known from Kiddle Dutch to the early 19th century. 
De Grave records "avantagie", the Gent Boecius has "pelgrimagien" etc.. See 
also Kramefs comments on 'dg' given above. On the other hand it is possible 
that some users felt 'gi' to be a digraph for /z/, and pronounced '-agie' in 
the same way as they would '-age'. Also possible is / a:zi^/,- cf *-zie' below.
s & z: These too represent variant pronunciations, complicated by the use of
's' for / z/. Middle Dutch knew such forms as "kalensierde" from "chalenger" 
(Van Loey), "avontasie, koerazie, tresie, visazie, rasie, barsie" (De Grave). 
"Cierasie" for "sierage" occurs in some editions of Kilian (e.g. Kilianus 
Auctus), and De Ruyter uses "resemendt" for "regiment". A common dialect 
form is "sponsie" (De Grave), which is one of the forms advocated by the 
Bible translators: "G.16. 'sponsie' et 'spongie', utrumque licet"; and for 
some reason the "Réviseurs" preferred yet another form,- "'sponsie' potius 
'sponcie'".
In the 18th century a pronunciation with / z/ or /s/ is often recorded.
Van der Schelling uses "privilezie", and Zeydelaar comraents that "'-dje'moet 
uitgesprooken worden als 'sie' (=zie) in 'boschschaadje'". The grammar of 
Schwiers seems to have borrowed once again from Zeydelaar (cf. chap.7):
"'Boschaadje, personaadje, pluimaadje, plantaadje' &c. In all these words the 
'dje' is pronounced as 'sie': Some write 'plantagie, personagie' &c.". Some 
of the Nut works claim that "als de woorden eindigen in 'dje' of 'gie' moet 
men dit einde als 'sje' of 'sie' uitspreken, of de 'd' of 'g' eene 's' ware" 
(Trap der Jeugd 1793).
i h
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As late as the mid 19th century Van Vloten, after the comment given 
above, adds "juister nog dan deze (ragie) zou ik echter 'azi8' achten". This 
diaeresis raises the question of minor relevance here,- whether '-gie' was 
pronounced /zi/ or /zis-/; both are knovm (cf. Wins c hoot en's spelling 
"bagagij"). This pronunciation with /z/ is sometimes thought vulgar, as 
when Beets deliberately spells the name of one of his characters as 
"Zorzetje" for "Georgette". "Lozeren, passazier" etc. may still be heard in 
certain manners of speech (De Grave), and at some times it has been 
recognized as a definite local variant (see Thijm's comment given above).
sg: used by De Ruyter in "geloosgeert", though possibly more common than 
this single example might suggest. De Grave also records "besaesge, braesge" 
which he thinJ-cs may represent /s/ rather than /z/, though this need not be so.
sj: was used for 'zj' to describe the pronunciation of /z/,by those who 
normally use 's' for / z/: Leupenius comments on "de Fransche manière, die 
'sjean, sjaques' seggen", and Winschooten,who opposes the French name 
commonly given in Holland to 'g', abhors the pronunciation "also wij seiden 
'sje'". Neither of them proposes adopting this spelling, any more than did 
Sexagius or Van der Schuere who use 'zj' or 'zi' in the same way. Similarly 
the appearance of ' sjh' and 'sgjh' in Ten Kate (1.149) are merely attempts to 
formulate a phonetictranscription for French and German 'ch',- they are not 
suggested spelling changes.
sy; occasionally this stands to 's'as '-gie' does to '-ge', but it is used as 
a separate digraph by De Ruyter, possibly by analogy with his 'sg' spellings, 
e.g. "bagasye, equaesye" (bagage, equipage -sic).
y: this is evidence of the change in pronunciation from /z/ to /j/, which 
often happens in Dutch (cf. "jaloers, joviaal, joker"etc. with /z/ or /j/). 
Examples, already quoted, include "loyeren looye", and also the folloimLng 
line from the Middle Dutch "Beatrijs": "Binnen dien was die nacht ghegaen/
Dat dorloy begonste te slaen" (845-6).
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The spelling 'sj' for /s/.
This spelling, despite the superficial similarity to 'zj', has a 
significantly different history. The digraph 'sj' has long been accepted 
whereas 'zj' is still officially acceptable only in "moezjiek". There are 
very good reasons for this: the use of 'g' or 'j' for /z/ has a suffieient 
history in French loans to remain in normal use, and very few loan words 
from other languages contain this sound; the spelling 'g' or 'j' is therefore 
acceptable. For /s/ on the other hand there is no obvious single way of 
spelling a sound which is found in a great many languages. In French loans 
'ch' could remain in the same way as 'j' or 'g' for /z/, but from other 
languages another spelling had to be found, especially for those using a 
non-Latin alphabet, notably Russian, Yiddish and Malay. The Yiddish spelling 
'sch' was to be avoided because of its potential mispronunciation, though 
it can certainly be found. However there was within the Dutch spelling 
system an already existing standard letter combination for this sound, in 
'sj',to be found in the diminutives such as "zusje, kusje". What could be 
more obvious than to use this accepted spelling for the same sound in loan 
words (nb. the sound /z/ does not naturally occur in Dutch).
For a long time these foreign words were not considered part of the 
native Dutch vocabulary, or if they were, they retained their foreign 
spellings. But by the time of De Vries and Te Winlcel some words had 
established a rightful place. In the spelling system of the latter the 
following were recognised: "Sjaal (ook châle), sjalot, sjamberloek, 
sjappetouwer, sjees, sjerp, sjofel, sjoklcen, sjorrie, sjouw, ansjovis" and 
their derivatives; "schacheren" on the other hand retained its 'sch-'. Of 
these words some are French (sjaal, sjalot, ansjovis), some Malay (sjappe­
touwer), some Frisian (sjor, sjouw). It is perhaps surprising that Te 
Winkel allowed "sjaal" alongside "châle", when he so strongly opposed other 
spellings such as "sjerrie, sjokolade, masjine" (§.599). Here is a probable 
case of the shere weight of a very common usage overpowering a theory.
■ A
The more far-reaching spellings of Kollewijn and Hettema have been noted  ^j |  
above (brosjure, masjiene, vernasjonaliezeren, kasjot) together with the , '
reaction which they arroused in the person of Wille, here typical of a
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great many others. IIo great concession was made in the Woordenlijst of 1954:
"'ch' wordt 'sj' in woorden waarin deze spelling reeds vrij a 1gemeen is 
(sjerp, sjees en derg.)." IIany of these words had not been accepted by Te 
Winkel, e.g. "sjabben, sjabloon (ook schablone), sjabralc, sjachelaar, 
sjacheren, sjah, dervisj" etc.. Some were moderatây radical, including 
"sjagrijn, sjibbolet, sjiek, sjintoisme" all of which retained their 
conservative spellings "chagrin, chic, etc.). On the whole this extension 
reflects enlargement of the everyday vocabulary rather than changes in the 
official view on the acceptability of 'sj '.
Rombouts was in part pleased by this extension, but wanted "die (lijst)... 
weer aanvullen met de rest, om tot 'n echte regel te komen", including now 
"sjarevitsj, ransjen, sjarteren, sjijk, sjerif, sjerrie, masjine, sjantazje" 
etc., - in short all the words containing the sound /s/. Some extension to 
the official list was made by the Rapport: "hasjee, kapusjon, kasjot, 
marsjeren, sjagrijn, sjampetter, sjapieter, sjiek, sjimpansee, ajofeur, 
sjokola(de)", some of which already existed as alternatives; all now became 
the preferred forms.
But the Eindvoorstellen retracted, possibly under the pressure of 
conservative opposition, and all these words reverted to 'ch' except 
"sjagrijn, sjampetter, sjapieter, sjiek, sjimpansee", of which only 
"sjapieter, sjimpansee" were not already to be found in the Woordenlijst.
It would seem than the well established use of 'ch' for /s/ in French 
words such as "machine" inhibits the acceptance of the digraph 'sj' in 
French loans, as far as most of the Dutch writing public is concerned, even 
though ' s j i s  fully accepted in a great many other loans.
Summary: j Iij
A !'
GH: in favour of prepalatal 'gh' becoming 'g*: Plantijn, Sasbout, Sexagius, ! i,
De Heuiter, Van der Schuere, Van Heule, Ampzing, Plemp, j |
Bible translators, Montanus, Van den Ende, Bilius, etc., j ||
defenders of prepalatal 'gh-': Kilian, Binnart, Rodriguez. j :|
users of 'gh' before any vowel: Maerlant, T'/e-spraac.k, Van Gherwen. | |
opposed by Lambrecht, Van der Schuere. j
users of 'gh' before any letter: Kok, Meijer.
opposed by Van der Schuere and Bible translators, 
rejected by Twe-spraack only on grounds of convenience.
final '-gh','-ght' etc, see chapter 3* 




’C’ = /j/: Diminutives: common up to mid 17th century (bockgien etc.)
intervocalically: in uneducated 17th century usage (koeygen etc.) 
in '-nj-': Icnown from 17th century onwards; supported in the
18th century by the influential usage of 
Wagenaar; extended slightly in turn by Te WinJcel, 
Woordenlijst 1954, Rapport.
" " (radical): Kollewijn (unofficially), Hettema, Rombouts, 
Verschueren.
- '-gn-': the normal spelling until the 19th century.
I ^^._,) hybrid spellings, not common (l7th century)- —ngj
in '-Ij-': known from late 17th century onwards;"galjoot" is
Icnown from very early date, but not quite the 
same phenomenon.
From 19th century onwards as for '-nj-*.
- '-Ig-': ^uncommon, though Icnown in early 17th century,
e.g. in Bredero and De Ruyter.
, §\) = /z/ or /dz/ or / z/ or / s/: initial ' j ' and prenatal ' g' normal up
 ^ to and including Siegenbeek.
pro 'zj': Bomhoff, Kollewijn, Hettema, Van Deyssel,
Rombouts, Verschueren.
never officially sanctioned except in "moezjiek". 
pro 'j': Bolognino, E.G.P.
'g' = /z/ etc. in '-age':
'-age': used by all official spellings except Siegenbeek;
used in almost all grammars, even in the period 
when '-aadje' common.
'-(a)adje': Icnown from early 17th century onwards, especially
under the influence of Vondel in the 17th and 
luth century; used by Siegenbeek.
'-(a)azje': Bomhoff etc., as for 'zj' given above,
other spellings Icnown in this suffix and similar positions:
dg, ds, gi, j, s, sg, (sj), sy, tg, y, z; with varying sounds.
'sj' for /s/:
unlike 'zj', adopted since early 19th century. List of accepted words 
extended by successive official spellings, but French 'ch' resists 
the change.
radicals: Kollewijn, Hettema, Rombouts, Rapport (not Eindvoorstellen).
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G hapter 9: 'h'
'ph' in loan words 
*rh' in loan words 
'th* in tiutch words:for 't*
from 'teh-' 
in loan words: 'thee'
other loans.
This chapter concerns the use or omission of 'h' after certain consonants. 
The omission of ' h' in initial position before vowels is not discussed, being'' 
a matter of dialectal divergence and not the result of any difference in ( 
spelling theory. The letter combinations concerned are 'ph', 'rhl and 'th'
!
Due to the natme of these spellings the only source for words containing ! 
these combinations is in loan words from Greek, with the exception of 'th' 
formed by the contraction of 'teh-' in the Dutch words "thuis, thans", and 
a now obsolete system involving 'th' for a normal 't' in Dutch words.
PH.
This is the only one of the three combinations where reform involves the 
replacement by a different letter, rather than merely dropping the 'h', - a 
fact which has occasionally caused 'ph' to be mispronounced as /p/ by analogy 
with 'th' and /t/, and 'rh' and /r/. Since the vast majority of Greek loan 
words came to Dutch via Latin (sometimes additionally via French), the Latin 
convention of spelling fph' was automatically followed. Not until the mid 
17th century was this spelling questioned.
Once more, as with all loan word spellings, the question arises of when is 
the word concerned naturalised enough to be allowed a Dutch spelling. This 
usually comes doim to assessing the frequency of use, and with words 
originally containing 'ph' few are very frequently used, e.g. "profeet, 
nimf, triomfe, filosoof, fenix" and their derivatives. Most of these are 
moreover only common in literary use, not in the everyday language.
In Middle Dutch spellings with 'ph', such as "prophète",were the norm:
the Exercitium has "propheteren" and Boecius has "philosophien". In the
next century 'f spellings begin to become more common: Plantijn has 'ph' in
all words except "triomfe", but Kilian, who often shows himself more 
progressive than his predecessor, has "Profete, profeteren" as well as 
"triomffe, triomffant" in the list of loan words. Sexagius on the other hand
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spells "triujnpheerde", Pontus de Heuiter has "Philosooph", Valcoogh has / 
"Propheten", Van Beaumont and Van der Hoot have "Himph, Hymphe" respectively, 
etc., etc..
One of the earliest comments on the alternative 'f' spelling is in 
Mellema’s dictionary of 1587, where the following is noted: "les dictions 
qui ne se trouvent en F se trouveront en Ph, comme 'phantasie, fantasie, 
phantosme, fantosme, Francvord, Vrancvord (?i), diaphragme, diafragme*".
This covers quite a few more words than observed before. The note, included 
in the 1591 and l602 editions, was later dropped.
Van der Schuere does not consider 'f' a plausible spelling for 'ph' in 
loan words: "over al waer dat 'ph' aen een gehecht in een Sillabe komt, als: 
'Pharoa, Naphtalim, Kaphernaum, Propheten, Philosophie' ende dergelijke 
( ' twelke al uyt-hemsche woorden ofte namen zijn) daer moetmen de 'ph' als 
' f ' lezen; Ende nochtans en gebruyctmen niet zulke woorden met ' f ' te 
schryven, want zy uytherasch ende onze Nederduydsche Spellinge niet 
onderworpen en zijn".
This view was to last for several decades more, and is echoed by the 
usage of most contemporaries, both in grammars and in literature, e.g. in 
Bredero, Starter, Anna Visscher, Ampzing. Shiyters, although using only 'ph' 
in his Epitheta (Nymph, pharoa, pholosophije -sic), felt contemporary opinion 
to be more varied: "wy (hebben) tusschen ... 'f ende 'ph' weynich 
onderscheyt8 gemaect ... om dat zommighe Nederlanders oock kleyn onderscheyt 
maken". Van Heule does recognize that 'f ' is possible, though he does not 
like it: "...'Propheet, Nazareth, Philosooph, Conscientie' daar wy volgens 
onze tale, zouden konnen schrijven 'Profeet, Nazaret, Filosoof, Konciencie'" 
(1633, p. 1/^ 4). This too is the opinion of Montanus: "Be Stofmerking der 
uitheemse woorden geschiet schier altijt nae den Oorspronc: als 'Pharao'... 
voor 'Faaroo'"(p.25).
But in 1644 came an occurrence of vital importance for this spelling,- not 
from a grammarian or orthographist, but from a leading literary figure. In 
this'year Vondel decided to adapt Greek and Latin names as far as possible to 
the Dutch spelling system. Not only did this apply to such as "Cezar, 
Merlmur", but also to such words and names as 'Polofeem, Febus, Faeton;
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nyiafen" etc.. This could hardly fail to induce similar spellings amongst his
emulators, e.g. De Brune (in Banket-werk), though as yet not among
grammarians. The majority of these could not agree with this radical step, 
or at best were dubious : Pels concedes that he "op het voorgaan van de beste
Bchrijvers Febus, en Faeton, zou kunnen spellen", yet he does not prefer it
to the traditional 'ph'. Meijer is of like mind; in his dictionary (all
editions) he uses 'ph', but has some cross-references such as "Profeet ziet 
Propheet" for the benefit of more progressive users. Most grammarians, such 
as Hexham, Binnart, Leupenius, to name but three of many, preserved 'ph'.
Unashamedly conservative and puristic is Winschooten's view in 1683/4; 
he would like all loan words to be clearly earmarked as such by their 
spelling. He is not at all impressed by the eminence of Vondel's exaaple: 
"dewijl wij bemerken dat 'er sulke oovergroote Liefhebbers van de Neederduitse 
spelkonst sijn, die niet en souden kunnen dulden, dat men 'Philosooph', of 
'Propheet' soude schrijven met een PH, macr dat sij gewoon sijn te schrijven 
'Filosoof, Profeet': deese sullen wij alleenelijk dit te gemoed voeren, te 
weeten, dat wij oordeelen, dat men uitheemse woorden met haar uitheemse 
spelling behoord te laaten pronlcen, op dat het klaarlijk blijken mag, dat 
het uitheemse woorden sijn".
Duikerius had similar doubts about the rejection of foreign letters in 
foreign words, in that those who change 'ph' into 'f ' (and 'q ' into 'kif ' ) 
"beroven hierdoor de zelve woorden alzoo het uytheemsche zijn, van hen 
Natuurlijke klanlc (?), en eygen letteren, en daarom is die wyze van doen 
ten eenemaal verwerpelijk".
But only a few years later come one of the major turning points, when 
three influential figures, later to be joined by a fourth, came down in 
support of Vondel's 'f ' system. These are Van Hoogstraten, Nyloe, Moonen 
and Huydecoper.
Van Hoogstraten allows in liis list an 'f in all words in common use, 
though his criteria are not all that might be desired: "Van deze letter 
beginnen veele woorden, die schoon al meest van onduitse afkomst, echter door 
het gebruik zijn aangenomen, en in het getal der Nederduitsche ingelijft.
Het onderscheit van beide Icunnen luiden van letteren aenmerken". Apart
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f r o m  G e r m a n i c  l o a n s  w i t h  ' f - ' ,  t h i s  c o m m e n t  a l s o  c o v e r s  R o m a n c e  w o r d s  s u c h  
a s  " f i l o s o o f ,  f e n i x " .
Moonen argues that Dutch should abide by the Latin;precedent : "Met de 
F worden, naer de wyze der latynen, die Anfion, Fryx, Hierofanta spelden, 
de woorden geschreeven, die van uitheemsehe taelen afkomstigh, de Ph 
gebruikten; als 'Famiel, Farao, faem, filosoof, Stef anus’, en andere". Nyloe 
(second edition p.40) agrees, but is much more extensive, bringing new 
factors to light: "De 'f ' wort met reden gebruikt in eigen namen, die wy 
uit het Grieksch of Latyn in onze tale overbrengen,... als in 'Filosoof, 
Filippus, Filadelfus', voor 'Philosooph, Philippus, Philadelphus', volgende 
hierin de Grieken en Latynen, die de eige namen uit andere talen in de 
hunne overbrengende, die naar den aart hunner tale buigen. ... Als men 
'Filosoof met een 'f schrijft, kan 'er niemant 'Pilosoop' uit lezen, gelyk 
ik wel gehoort hebbe van zulke die geen andere als de Nederduitsche taal 
verstonden. ... Zodat 'er geen de minste reden is waarom wy die woorden 
met 'ph' zouden schrijven".
H u y d e c o p e r  ( l , § , 4 4 - l )  r e f e r s  t o  V o n d e l ' s  a n d  V a n  H o o g s t r a t e n ' s  u s e  o f  
" T i f e u s "  a n d  o t h e r  s p e l l i n g s  ( s e e  b e l o w  u n d e r  ' t h ' ) ,  t h o u g h  h e  c o n c e d e s  t h a t  
" F  . . .  k a n  v o e g e l i j k  i n  v r e e m d e  N a a m e n  b e h o u d e n  w o r d e n "  ( n o t e  i n  t h e  I n d e x ) .  
T h e s e  i n f l u e n t i a l  f i g u r e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  o f  M o o n e n ,  c a u s e d  m a n y  i n c i t e r s  
t o  a d o p t  t h e  ' f ' - f o r m s ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  L a n g e n d i j k ,  H o o g v l i e t ,  P o o t  a n d  R o t g a n s .
Some grammarians disagreed howeVer, such as E.G.P. who discusses the use 
of 'ph' or 'f ' in "Philosoof, Philippus, Philemon" and declares "ik houde 
het zonder waggeling met de eerste spelling"(='ph'), firstly because of the 
greek origins of the words, and secondly because the pronunciation of 'ph' 
as /f/ is universally known (Nyloe would disagree with thisi). This may be 
influenced by his Flemish nationality, since Southern spelling was often more 
conservative than the Northern forms around this time. Throughout the 18th 
century Flemish orthographiais, with few exceptions, continued to prefer 'ph', 
e.g. Des Roches, Verpoorten, Ballieu, "Letterschik", Van Daele.
I n  t h e  N o r t h  m a n y  g r a m m a r i a n s ,  p o s s i b l y  e n c o u r a g e d  b y  M o o n e n ' s  s u c c e s s  
( i n  t h i s  f i e l d ) ,  p r e s s e d  f o r  ' f ' - s p e l l i n g s .  S e w e l ' s  r e v i s i o n  o f  L a  G r u e  
n o t e s  t h a t  " l e  ' p h '  s e  p r o n o n c e  c o m m e  ' f ,  c ' e s t  p o u r q u o i  q u e l q u e s - u n s
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écrivent 'f ' au-lieu de 'ph"' (Cuno wrote: "Das 'ph' spricht man als 'f' 
aus, dahero viele ... ein 'f vor ein 'ph' schreiben"). Van Belle regards 
the replacement of 'ph' by 'f ' as a fait accompli in 1748: "men beezigt ze 
ook voor de oude PHi, aldus: in 'Filozoof, in'Far'o, Stefaaus"' (similar in 
1755). The Flemish "Sboeijrnes", one of the few Southern radicals, wishes to 
j^voidall foreign letters, and declares that Dutch needs no "grieksche 'ph' 
(om) de moedertale te verzieren". Others expressed similar feelings 
throughout the century (e.g. Î48., Van der Palm), though yet others disapproved 
(e.g. Bincken, Holtrop, "Inleyding" and the "Kunst..." grammar).
From the mid century many grammars accept the use of 'f in certain words, 
though the choice often varies. Zeydelaar is quite radical: "mén behoort den 
F doorgaans voor Ph te gebruiken. ... Het was reeds de gewoonte van den 
grooten Vondel". Stijl and Bolhuis allowed 'Filozoof" and "Profeet", and any 
other word which would not be rendered unintelligible by the change, - a 
very subjective criterion. The "Nuttig en Noodig Speldboekje" had a spelling 
more practical than theoretical: "Om ligtsheidwil, heb ik de ' f ' diki-fils 
voor 'ph' gebruikt".
The elementary books of the Nut are of interest here insofar as they 
list "Woorden van drie lettergrepen ... Fi-lo-soof, Phi-le-mon ..." in 
alphabetical order, with 'ph' coming between 'f and 'g'I Schwiers (1799) 
records a moderately radical use of 'f ' even in names: "The 'f is frequently 
used instead of 'ph' in ... Potifar, Filosoof, Farao, Jefta, Filadelfia, 
Filistijn, Filosofie, Memfis, Stefanus".
Van Daele, however, presents a strange picture: In line with his 
substitution of 'ks' for 'x' (i.e. two letters for one) he moots the 
substitution of 'ph' for 'f ' (sic). However he discarded this when he 
realised that it would involve the spelling "hephphen" for "heffen", or 
possibly "'hepphen' ... gelyk men 'lacchen' schryft". It is not unusual 
to find eccentric spellings mooted by Van Daele.
Siegenbeek allowed such words as "feniks", but not proper names such as 
"Phebus", in accordance with the "gebruik van vele achtbare schrijvers".
This view was consequently adopted in the later Nut works: "Het schrijven 
van 'feniks' voor 'phenix' heeft geene zwaarigheid", as also "'nimf, seraf'...
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(maar) tusschen •filozoof of 'Philosoof behoeft naauuelijks eene keuze 
gedaan te worden, daar wij hiervoor een eigen Nederduitsch woord, dat van 
'wijsgeer' namelijk, bezitten" (Nut "Spraaldoinst"); this is a remarkable 
case of begging the question.
Duting the reign of the Siegenbeek system the several criticisms of it 
also covered these 'ph' spellings, and from both angles: Smits thought 
Siegenbeek too conservative, - "het schrijven met twee letters, 'ph' ... (is) 
onzer tale gansch onejgen" (p.46), and Carlebur on the other hand thought 
Siegenbeek too radical, - "men (schrijve) de 'ph, th', in alle de 
bastaardwoorden, waarin deze;.- lettersamenstellingen oorspronkelik behooren, 
en bij gevolg 'triumph, seraph, philosooph, nymph, throon', ja zelfs 'Phillip, 
Cathrijn'" (p.36). The weavess of t his argument is that the Greeks used 'ph' 
no more than they used 'f , so that an "oorspronkelik" spelling would strictly 
spealdLng involve the use of Greek letters I
De Vries and Te Winkel also thought that little concession should be made 
to ' f : "Voor het gebruik van 'f  ... is geene enkele verdedigbare reden aan 
te voeren. Dat 'ph' als 'f ... uitgesproken wordt, is van het beschaafde 
publiek genoegzaam bekend, terwijl het volk zelden Grieksche woorden bezigt.
De mogelijkheid om 'ph' als 'p' uit te spreken kan niet als eene geldige 
reden voor hare vervanging door 'f  beschouwd worden. Het Nederlandsch toch 
maakt geene uitzonderingen op algemeene regels, wanneer die uitzonderingen 
alleen het vermijden eener verkeerde uitspraak ten doel zouden hebben"(§.613). 
This is a very strict definition of his general rule that in determining 
spelling, derivation should overrule pronunciation. Their Woordenlijst made 
a slight concession in allowing "nimf", because of its established use by 
poets, who, being part of "het beschaafde publiek", had made this spelling 
respectable.
Later editors of the WNT were a little more moderate, possibly in the 
light of the increasing number of everyday words (such as "telephoon") in 
which a 'ph/f was used; "het volk" was thus indeed now using "Greek" words. 
G.J.Boekenoogen writes in WNT that "hoe langer hoe meer aan de verneder- 
landschte schrijfwijze de voorkeur wordt gegeven. Aan het einde van een 
woord wordt tegenwoordig steeds 'f geschreven; verg. 'nimf, philosoof.
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telegraaf', enz. Oudtijds word '-ph' als slotklank meermalen als 'p' 
uitgesproken, blijkens vormen als 'Jozep' ... voor 'Jozef, en 'philosoopsch' 
naast 'philosoof. *'^ij behouden (echter)... 'ph' waar de Latijnsche en 
Grieksche spelling die lettertekens medebrengt. Dat de 'ph' aanleiding kan 
geven tot een verkeerde uitspraak bij minkundigen, geeft dezen het recht niet 
om te eischen dat de gehele natie te hunnen gerieve inconsequent zal 
handelen" (this last comment is taken word for word from Te Winlcel). The 
reason for allowing "nimf" but not "filosoof" is that '-f occurs in native 
Dutch words, whereas 'f-' does not. This gave rise to such hybrid spellings 
as "philosoof" (see above). Cosijn claimed to Imow of the pronunciation 
/jozep, potograaf/ "bij minder ontwikkelden" as late as 18951
Again several people were dissatisfied with this situation, and again 
from various sides: De Jager felt that 'ph' should, as far as possible,
always be preserved; Van Lennep, although not anti-radical, felt that 'ph' 
should be used consistently, thus hot allowing such forms as "philosoof"; 
and Alberdingk Thijm wanted "filozoof". Van Vloten was the exact opposite of 
Van Lennep,- he was utterly opposed to the replacement of 'c' by 'k' or 's', 
which Van Lennep supported, yet he desired "verVanging der 'ph', waar die ook 
moge voorkomen, door 'f (fotograaf enz.).". This is a little inconsistent.
But by far the strongest opposition came from Kollewijn. The consistent 
replacement of 'ph' by 'f formed one of their basic Voorstellen: "in 
bastaardwoorden schrijve men ... 'f  in plaats van 'ph': 'alfabet, 
fotograferen, fysika, fantasie'". This found little opposition, at least as 
far as common words were concerned, "maar als datzelfde in een wetensehap- 
pelijk werk met alle woorden moet gebeuren, waarin een 'ph' voorkomt, dan zal 
het op een misdruk gaan gelijken ... omdat in die Grieksche woorden nog wel 
meer vreemdsoortige letters en lettercombinaties voorkomen, waarbij een 
Nederlandse he ' f ' net zoo min past als een tang op een varken" (Van Dieren, 
p.22). This would be true were it not also proposed to simplify these other 
"lettercombinaties" as well, to avoid such ugly hybrid spellings as he fears.
Dixi felt the change desirable, on the grounds of potential mispron­
unciation,; and even Scharten and Van Ginneken raised little opposition. The 
more so then is it surprising that the Marchant spelling made no attempt to
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modify the spelling of loan words, even in this well-supported area. No 
hesitation is shown in the post-war Woordenlijst however: "'Ph* is overal 
vervangen door 'f'". This move was, as might be expected, welcomed by the 
radicals: Rombouts i/rote that "van de 'p' is alleen dit belangrijk, dat 'ph*
steets vervangen wort door 'f: één van de zeldzame 'regels’ di ook in de 
Wdl. ten ijnde toe, dus zonder uitzonderingen, worden doorgetrokken" (p.108).
There was therefore no further need for pressure on this point, though 
some did not welcome the new spelling on aesthetic grounds. Mulisch, though 
not at all anti-progressive, much prefers the older spelling in one word at 
least, though not for very precise reasons: "zelf heb ik ooit eens bet woord 
'sphynx' neergeschreven. Etymologised is dat volslagen idioot, maar voor het 
oog maakte het duidelijker wat ik er mee te zeggen had - d.w.z. duidelijker 
in zijn onduidelijkheid - dan de spelling 'sphinx', laat staan 'sfinks'" 
(p.22). It can probably be safely assumed however, that the 'f'-for-'ph' 
spellingis now fully accepted.
RH.
Only a handfull of words are affected by this spelling: "thetoriek, 
rhythme, rhabarber, catarrhe" etc., and remarkably little argument has ever 
been voiced against the replacement of 'rh' by 'r'. For a very long time the 
spelling was totally ignored, as none of these words is of particularly 
common use, and all are of blatantly foreign origin.
It must not be thought however that the substitution of 'r' for 'rhl is
a purely modern phenomenon, for "rabarber" is quite a common spelling in 
earlier times, and is even used in the ultraconservative dictionary of
Binnart. One of the first modern radicals to demand the change was 4ïiits in
the early 19th century: "het schrijven met twee letters ... 'rh' ... (is) 
onzer tale gansch onejgen" (p.46). Carlebur was totally opposed to any move 
which could result in a "bijna onlcenbaar" form such as "rabarber", and no 
change was really to be expected from the historical/etymological system 
of De Vries and Te Winkel.
A new attempt to introduce the simple 'r' spelling was contained in the 
revised version of Kollewijn's Voorstellen. The first version (1893) had
wished for ’ph’ to become 'f, but made no reference to ’rh/r’o As was the 
case with 'ph/f' this move found approval from Scharten, one of the main 
opponents of Kollewijn, but again loan word spellings were left intact by 
Marchant. Dixi (1934) favoured reform, but knew of five possible alternatives 
for one of the words in question; the official "rhythme", the French-styled 
"rythme", the infrequent "rhytme" (who had used this?), "'rytme' - de meest 
racionele" and "ritme" - the most radical (p.20).
The Woordenlijst of 1954 finally banished this pseudo-Greek spelling, by 
decreeing that "’Rh’ is overal vervangen door ’r ’", thereby, apparently, 
settling the matter. This is one of the most peaceful of all Dutch spelling 
changes ever accomplished.
TH. *th' for 't' in Dutch words
This is the only letter combination of the three discussed in this 
section which affects native Dutch words as well as loan words; and the 
Dutch words affected must be further split into two groups,- those with a 
derived ’th’ and those without, respectively "thans, thuis" etc. (from ’teh-') 
and "thien, thoonen" etc..
The last mentioned group comprises spellings with *th' in place of the 
normal ’t’, a feature which is already well known in Middle Dutch, and is 
usually attributed to German influence. No other reason is immediately 
apparent, though some form of aspirated / t V  cannot be ruled out altogether - 
the more so in that Dutch usage of 'th* is not exactly the same as in German.
In the latter ’th' occurs primarily before or after stressed long vowels 
to show the length (e.g. "thun, rath"), whereas in Middle Dutch the intrusive 
’h’ appears in many positions. On the other hand this may merely show that 
the writer had borrowed an orthographical form and had then lost sight of 
its original function. Van Loey records in Middle Dutch such forms as "the, 
ducenthech, thijt, thune, bethonen, rigtheren, plegth,... de spelling komt 
overal voor, van de 13de tot de 15de eeuw" (’dh’ is also known: Hoeheke 
records "dhoek, dhuust", though these are rare).
By the late 15th century the majority of these forms seem to have died 
out, remaining only before stressed vowels (not necessarily long), and not
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in a great number of words. Some of these words however are found extremely 
frequently with 'th', notably "thien, thoonen" and their compounds; others 
are less frequently found, but these two especially seem to have long been 
the standard form.
The Exercitiuin has "theren". Van der Werve has "thoonen", Lambrecht's 
Naembouck includes "Then, Thenewgrck, Thieren", listed as if spelt 'te-, 
ti-' I Ho also uses "then" to mean "Het ende", as in "r, er, then va der 
toghe al beven", where there is little explanation for the insertion of 'h'. 
Kilian also has several such spellings in his dictionaries; "acht-thien, 
thendt. Thins, thoeuerboom", though he lists "tien, thien" as alternatives.
In this he is, for once, more conservative than Plantijn, whose only 'th' 
spelling is in the alternative "thien oft tien" and its compounds. "Een 
ghetal van thienen" occurs on p.47 of the Twe-spraack, and De Heuiter has 
"thien, negenthien, thonende, thoont". It is strange that De Heuiter, 
usually so meticulous on his spelling, particularly on the subject of 
superfluous letters, does not even discuss this usage.
One 16th century writer did maJce a comment however, and it is this, in 
the Voorreden of 1563 attributed to Coornhert, which may indicate some form 
of aspiration: "v/y spreken (th) in onse tale veel harder dan de enkele T"
(p.14, in the Tijdschrift edition), as in "onghesthreckder" (p.11,15). This 
may be mostly autosuggestion, but is supported by a statement from Erasmus 
some 40 years earlier, when condemning some mispronunciations of Latin by 
the Dutch and Germans. Whereas the latter, he says, "'th' subinde sonant,
& scribunt pro 't' ... nos sonamus 't' pro 'th'. Qui crasse docent, monstrant 
'O' propemodum sonare quod nobis sonant 'ts'". There was thus a tendency to 
pronounce 'th' and '©' "almost" as /ts/, which again may be an attempt to 
describe a slight aspiration. '"Whatever the reason, the use of 'th' in the 
words mentioned above continues to be fairly common: Stevin uses "bethoont", 
Coornhert has "thiende", and Van Beaumont vrrites "thienmael".
In the next century such usage continued from a great many writers, 
including Roemer Visscher, Cats, the early Hooft (Achilles), Van der Venne, 
Bontekoe, Van Borsselen, Bolswert, De Ruyter, and Huygens, all of whom use 
"thien" or "thoonen". Such usage was not restricted to literary works, and
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it can also be found in contemporary dictionaries, amongst which are those 
of Rodriguez, Hexham and Einnart.
The use of 'th' could not go long unopposed in the atmosphere of the 
early 17th century, and is condemned, for example, by Van der 8chuere: "in 
onze spellings (kan) ook lichtelijk getoond worden, hoe overtollig van meest 
elk in een Sillabe de C aende K, de H aende G ende aende T ... gevoegd 
worden" (Intro, p.6). But the final blow to what was already a morib'und j
spelling came when the committee of the Bibletranslators opposed its use:
"H.2. 'Vertonnen, toonen, tien', sine 'h'" - nb the most common words again»
^t is highly probable, however, that the spelling persisted as a
minority usage. Zoet (1675) still uses "thienen" (p.10), and Van Atteveld 
(1682) comments that "T behoort in eené lettergreep geen 'h' achter haar te 
hebben, ende zonder reden wordt de 'h' gestelt in 'weth, renthen, thiinden, 
thinzen'" (p.10). Similar comments are still found in Van Geesdalle (1700) 
and Hengelenburg (l719ff).
Again, as with so many other spellings, there is a definite tendency 
for this to be a feature of Southern conservatism. As late as 1766 "thonen, 
thiende" etc. can still be found in the booklet on Aerschot. Janssens 
(1775) criticises Van Bellegen and Waterschoot for supporting the forms 
"seventhiende, thien, thoon, throon" etc. (the first mentioned is found 
in De Neckere p.63, in 18151). In the North such spellings had died out by 
the mid 17th century.
TH. as a contraction for 'teh-'
The other group of Dutch words in which 'th' has been used zomprises 
those where the 'th' is a contraction of the preposition 'te' and a 
following 'h'. This affects only three words: "thuis, thans, althans",- 
not "nochtans" which is etymologically distinct. These come respectively 
from "te huis, (al) te hands". Because bf the validity of the historical 
spelling with 'th', these forms were only comparatively recently attacked, 
on the grounds that the 'h' is no longer serving any useful purpose.
Of the three "thuis" is probably the most tenacious, as the origin of 
the 'h' is more immediately obvious here than is the connection between
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" t h a n s "  a n d  " h a n d " ; c o n v e r s e l y  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  o f  " n o c h t a n s "  makes " t a n s ,  a l t a n s "  
l e s s  s t r a n g e  t o  t h e  eye. R e v e r s e  i n f l u e n c e s  c a u s i n g  " n o c h t h a n s  h a v e  s o m e t i m e s  
b e e n  i n  e v i d e n c e ,  notably i n  t h e  1 8 t h  c e n t u r y  ( e . g .  " n o g t h a n s "  i n  D e  Denker 2 , 2 3 4 ;
& 3,139). This means that the reform of "thans" to "tans" occurs more frequently 
in moderate claims than does "thuis/tuis".
Long before the first moves for reform however, forms with only 't' were 
not unlcnown. The spellings "tans, altans" are fairly common in the later 18th 
century, e.g. in Van Belle and Zeydelaar, and Van der Voorst spells "thansch".
As far back as 1633 Van Heule uses "t’Uys" (p.147, cf "t^ '^huys" p.134), though 
this is exceddingly rare. A not inconsiderable influence in 18th century 
spellings was Huydecoper; not all agreed with him however - "in het woord •thans' 
dat wy in die afwyking 'tans' schryven zonder 'h'". This was a comment by the 
society "Concordia...", in their Proeve of 1755. But what is probably more 
significant than their "afwyking" was their subsequent repentance: this spelling 
"tans", they claim in the introduction, was an oversight, and only occurs in the 
first part of the book, the later sections having 'th-'. The form "tans" must 
therefore have been sufficiently uncommon for public opinion or the weight of 
Huydecoper's usage to cause them to change their minds.
Siegenbeek disapproved of the dropping of this etymological 'h', yet be 
has a strangely inconsistent argument. He records that "thans" is a contraction 
of "te hands", giving the formerly very frequent spelling "thands", and then 
goes on to ask "wat nu was natuurlijker, dan dat men de 'd' welke zich niet dan 
bezwaarlijk liet uitspreeken ... sp®edig liet varen. ... Opmerkelijk intusschen is 
het, dat men de 'h', welke in de uitspraak niet of naauwelijks wordt waargenomen, 
in het schrijfgebruik bestendig behouden heeft". He is aware of this 
inconsistency, where the 'd' is easily dropped but the 'h' clings on, but the 
only explanation he can think of is the retention of the 'h' to avoid confusion '
with "nogtans", which is unlikely to occur however. The inconsistency was not I
of his mailing. ji
The use of 'th-' continued to be the accepted spelling, aid even >:miits, who j
was utterly opposed to any superfluous 'h' in 'rh, ph, th, gh, ch' (sic), concedes ji 
that these words are exceptions, ^in weIken de 'h' als grondletter behowden >
. wordt, zo als in 'te hujz, thujz'". Only with Kollewijn did the real attack on
i .'f
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these forms begin. Amongst his Voorstellen was the dropping of 'h' from "tans, 
altans", but not in "thuis",- "omdat daarnaast staat 'tehuis'". The same 
reasoning was offered by Dixi in 1934. Some of the more radical of the Kollewijn 
movement, such as Hettema, also wished to see "tuis" adopted, but their opponents 
Scharten, Van Dieren, Van Ginneken, were all opposed to any of these forms. 
Neither Marchant nor the Woordenlijst of 1954 made any radical change, though 
the latter conceded that such an 'h', along with the 'w' in "erx-rt" and the *b’ in 
"ambt" were "feitelijk ... overbodig".
Once more then the spelling of these three words (thuis, althans, thans) was 
attacked by the radicals, beginning with Rombouts,who could see little reason for 
preserving this 'h' when other superfluous letters in 'rh, ph' and 'th' in loan 
words were being eliminated: "De Wdl. geeft twee echte regels, nl. : 'ph' is 
overal vervangen door 'f, en: 'rh' is overal vervangen door 'r'. Als echter: 
de 'stomme h' achter de 'r ' meet verdwijnen, waarom dan niet even goet achter de 
't'?". The V17S included the same in their proposals, and in 1967 the government 
"Rapport" conceded this point, and the spellings became officially approved if 
not yet officially adopted.
Viewed logically there is no reason at all why the historical 'h' should be 
preserved in these words, when so many other historical letters have disappeared 
without any concern, such as intervoaalic 'd' in "weer" or the final 'n' of 
diminutives, or for that matter the 'e' of "tehuis" and the 'd' of "tehands".
Ï2* in loan words
The course of development of 'th' in loan words follows very closely that of 
'ph'. All of these words were of Greek origin, except for "thee", which is also 
probably the most commonly used of them all. For that reason this word has 
often been singled out for separate treatment. "Voor de spelling van (thee) met 
'h' bestaat er eigenlijk geen grond: zij komt reeds tdj B0NTIU3 (b.v. Hist.Nat.
87) en TULP (0bserv.Med.400 ed.l652) voor, en is vermoedelijk door invloed van 
het Fr. 'thé' algemeen geworden",- this is the comment of the WNT, which also 
records examples of "tee" from 1672.
In the 18th century Stijl's grammar (p.59)gives the spiling as "Tee, of 
Thee", but Siegenbeek and Te Winlcel preserved the 'h'. Kollewijn includes this
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word with "tans, altans" as a normal Dutch word, as which by that time it could 
justifiably be viewed, due to its very common use. Even Scharten had no objection 
to this particular word, even though he objected to "tans": "voor mijn part, laat 
ons tee drinken en erten eten" (unlike Van Ginneken, see below). But the 1954 
Woordenlijst continued to regard it as a pure loan word, and accordingly granted 
it alternative spellings, with 'th-' preferred, just as frr Greek loans.
As to the Greek loans themselves, especially names, very little was altered 
by any reform until the latest movements. Some common words, especially "troon", 
exist from an early date without the 'h', for example in Van den Ende, Dullaert, 
Van Borsselen, De Swaen. Van den Ende has no 'th-' spellings, and translates 
"Thym" for exa'iple as "Tymis-loruid". Van Borsselen also uses the 'th-' form.
The etymological spelling with 'th-' was long considered normal, and only 
Vondel dared to challenge it. Van Heule was not totally opposed however, and felt 
that "Nazaret" was feasible, though less desirable (see above, under 'PH'). But 
Vondel had struck the first blow against foreign spellings, especially in proper 
names, by replacing 'c' by 'k', 'ph' by 'f, 'th' by ' t' etc., as much as he 
could. Some followed him in this, Dullaert for example using "Teems", but such 
are very few.
The majority continued to prefer the traditional 'th-' forms, including Van 
Hoogstraten and Moonen, though Huydecoper expressed a moderate support for 
"Vondels gewoonte, die overal de ' oe' en 'æ' door onze e nice le 'e', de 'ph' en 
'th' door ' f ' en 't' uitdrukt, ook de 'y' door ' i', doch my dunlct dat wy de 'th', 
en de 'y', mede in het Duitsch zeer wel konnen behouden"(l.44l). In the index 
too he adds that "Th ... kan voegelijk in Eigen Naamen behouden worden". This 
decision may have influenced some writers to consider Vondel's system. Hoogvliet 
for example spells "Etiopisch",- a Vondel rather than a Huydecoper form.
Zgfclelaar echoes the same sentiment: "'Th' klinlct als een eblcele 't', en wordt bij 
VONDEL altoos door 't' alleen uitgedrukt; doch ik oordeel' met Taalkundige 
mannen, dat men ze veilig ( i) in eigen naamen behouden kan". Bolhuis, in his 
own grammar(1793), allows "troon", but in his Nut grammar (I8I4), in accordance 
with Siegenbeek's system, prefers "throon", as do the other Nut works.
.'limits, in accordance with his ov/n system, wishes to abolish all superfluous 
'b': "het schrijven met twee letters, 'ph, ch, gh, th, rh', (is) onzer tale
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g a n s c h  o n e j g e n " .  B u t  C a r l e b u r ,  s u p p o r t i n g  S i e g e n b e e k  f o r  o n c e ,  i s  a g a i n s t  a n y  
r a d i c a l  m o v e  s u c h  a s  h e  h a s  s e e n  i n  S w e d i s h  s p e l l i n g ,  i n c l u d i n g  f o r  e x a m p l e  
" t e o l o g i e ,  r a b a r b e r ,  s f e r " :  h e  e x a g g e r a t e s  a  l i t t l e  w h e n  h e  c a l l s  t h e s e  " b i j n a  
o n k e n b a a r " .
D e  V r i e s  a n d  T e  W i n l c e l  w i s h e d  t o  p r e s e r v e  a l l  t h e s e  G r e e k  ' h " s ,  a n d  s o  t o o  
d i d  K o l l e w i j n ,  t h o u g h  a s  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e  h e  i n c l u d e d  " t e e "  a m o n g  D u t c h  w o r d s .
T h e  g e n e r a l  r e p l a c e m e n t  o f  ' t h *  b y  ' t '  f o r m e d  n o  p a r t  o f  K o l l e w i j n ' s  p r o p o s a l s .  
T h e  three w o r d s  f o r  w h i c h  h e  d i d  propose s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  ( s e e  a b o v e )  r e c e i v e d  a  
m i x e d  response: S c h a r t e n  w e l c o m e d  "tee" b u t  n o t  " t a n s ,  altans", V a n  D i e r e n  
t h o u g h t  a l l  t l i r e e  "dwarsdrijvertjes, die h o e g e n a a m d  g e e n  g e m a l c  o p l e v e r e n  e n  m e t  
v e r e e n v o u d i g i n g  n i e t s  h e b b e n  u i t  t e  s t a a n "  (p.243), a n d  Van G i n n e k e n  f e l t  " t e e "  
t o  b e  o n e  m o r e  t h r e a t  t o  "de n o g  s t e e d s  u i t g r o e i e n d e  a l g e m e n e  E u r o p e e s c h e  
saamhorigheid" (p.60). Gerlach Royen (p.126) answered the latters opoosition to 
" t e e "  b y  p o i n t i n g  o u t  t h a t  " n i e t  a l l e e n  vertonen het engelse 'tea',het d u i t s e  
' t e e ' ,  h e t  d e e n s e  e n  z w e e d s e  ' t e ' ,  h e t  i t a l i a a n s e  ' t e ' ,  h e t  s p a a n s e  ' t e *  e n z .  
e e n  g r o t e r  s a a m h o r i g h e i d  d a n  h e t  g e ï s o l e e r d e  f r a n s e  ' t h e ' ,  m a a r  z e  s l u i t e n  o o k  
b e t e r  a a n  b y  h e t  C h i n e s e  ' t e ' " .  V a n  Ginneken's European unity i s  r e a l l y  a  
c o n v e r g e n c e  w i t h  F r e n c h  u s a g e .
When the Woordenlijst attempted to introduce a partially progressive
spelling, by allowing either 'th' or 't', it did not receive universal acclaim,
partly, one suspects, because neither side was pleased with the move: the 
progressives may have been dissatisfied that 't' was (almost) consistently made
second choice, and the conservatives because 't' was allowed at all. But
probably all were dissatisfied with one basic division: "'Th' wordt vervangen 
door ' t ' :  1 .  aan het eind van een woord,... (chrysant) 2 .  voor een medeklinker 
(antraciet,...) 3. na 'f en 'ch': difteritis, diftong; autochtoon. In alle 
andere gevallen ... wordt (de voorkeur) gegeven aan 'th'". There is little to 
recommend such an arbitrary and complicated division, and it was natural that 
the progressive faction whould press for rationalisation of the situation.
Rombouts, and later the VWS, pleaded the cause of the single 't', as did 
Verschueren in consistently adopting the "toegestane" 't'-spelling in his 
dictionaries. The "Rapport" of 1969 put an end to the confusion by recommending 
the consistent adoption of >t'.- "De oommissie stelt voor de -h- te scbrappen",
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a n d  o n c e  m o r e  t h e  r a d i c a l s '  a i m  s e e m s  t o  b e  c o m p l e t e l y  a t t a i n e d .
d o m e  o f  t h e  l e s s  p r o g r e s s i v e  d i d  n o t  t o t a l l y  w e l c o m e  t h i s  m o v e ;  f o r  e x a m p l e  
H u l i s c h  f e e l s  t h a t  a  c h o i c e  o f  s p e l l i n g s  i s  a  s i g n  o f  a d v a n c e d  c u l t u r e :  " M i j n  
v o o r s t e l  i s  o m  d e  a n a r c h i s t i s c h e  s p e l l i n g s i t u a t i e ,  d i e  w i j  o p  h e t  o g e n b l i k  
h e b b e n ,  t e  k o n t i n u e r e n .  G e e n  t a a l  t e r  w e r e I d  k a n  z i c h  o p  z o i e t s  b e r o e m e n .  W i j  
m o  g e n  s c h r i j v e n  ' r h y t h m e ,  r y t l i m e '  e n  ' r i t m e '  ;  ' e n t h o u s i a s m e ,  e n t o u s i a s m e ,  
e n t o e s i a s m e '  e n  ' e n t o e z i a s m e ' .  W a a r  v i n d t  m e n  z o i e t s  n o g ?  L a t e n  w i j  v a n  o n z e  
z w a k h e i d  o n z e  k r a c h t  m a l c e n "  ( p . 7 6 ) .  W e r e  i t  n o t  f o r  t h e  l a s t  p h r a s e  i t  w o u l d  
b e  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h i n l :  t h a t  M u l i s c h  w a s  b e i n g  s a r c a s t i c  a n d  r e a l l y  c r i t i c i s i n g  
t h e  a n a c h i c  s t a t e  o f  t h e  s p e l l i n g .
Summary
moderates: radicals: opponents of reform (post l66o):
Pels Vondel Winschooten
Van Hoogstraten Nyloë E.G.P.
Huydecoper Moonen Carlebur
Stijl Van Belle De Jager
Bolhuis Snoeijmes
Siegenbeek Zeydelaar






radicals: asiits, Kollemjn, Scharten, Woordenlijst
in normal Dutch words : Middle Dutch to 1600: very c ommon
1600 - 1650: more or less restricted to 
"thien, thoonen"
1650 - all but extinct.
in "thuis": t'Uys: used by Van Heule
tuis: used by Hettema, Rombouts, VWS, Rapport
in "(aOthans": $j)tans: frequent in mid-late 13th century
proposed by Kollewijn,Rombouts, VWS, Rapport.
in "thee": tee: frequently found in all periods
in loan words:
"troon" frequent in all periods from mid 17th century
other words:
moderates: radicals: opponents of reform:
Van Heule Vondel Siegenbeek
Huydecoper Smits Carlebur
Zeydelaar Rombouts De Vries/Te Winkel
Woordenlijst VWS (not mentioned by Kollewijn)
Mulisch Rapport.
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Chapter JLOj ' qu'
>qil, ' W  and variants in Dutch words 
'qu','kw' and variants in loan words.
The change of spelling from the original 'qu* to 'la-/' is one of the few 
reforms affecting a large number of wprds, which occurred irrevocably and within 
a fairly limited period. Unlike some spelling reforms, this has caused relatively 
little argument, and at any given time the form prevailing was usually accepted 
by the majority of users. There have also been comparitively few variants.
When the Latin alphabet was adopted for use i-/ith Dutch, the digraph 'qu' was 
talcen over, apparently without question, for spellings other than 'qu' are very- 
rare in Middle Dutch. Hoebeke records the form "van cuickelberghe" in 1363, and 
also the revers,- 'qu' for /k/, presumably under French influence, as in "plecque" 
for "plek" (such spellings are knoi-jn in loan words such as "republicq", see 
below, but are rare in Dutch words).
Whereas in French the /qu/ sound had developed into /k/ by around the 12th
century, there was no reflection of this in Dutch, even in the South: Lambrecht
in 1550 equates 'qu' to /k/ plus semivowel,- "'cu', gelijc 'k', zonder datse 
niet staan en mag voor eenighe vocale, of daer moet 'u' liquidum tusschen bean 
staan, volghende de Latijneche spellinghe: maar volghende den rechten aard van 
onzer Ned'landscher spellinghe 'w'", e.g. "qwalic". His dictionary contains only 
'qu' spellings however (capitalised, as by most contemporaries, as 'QV'). This 
is fully in accordance with his pronunciation, since being a Southerner he would 
use 'w' as a bilabial rather than a labio-dental (cf. Schonfeld §.45). Had it 
been otherwise he would not have equated 'u' with 'w'. This spelling with 'qw'
which he moots does not seem to have become in any way established, though it
is certainly Imovm. It is for example the normal form used by G. van der Sc huer en 
in his Teuthonista, even in loan words such.as "qwattermeyster"; other examples 
of his include "qwablende, qwaden, qwaiden, qwackelen". Verwijs and Verdam also 
record that it is known in Middle Dutch. Before the standard adoption of 'w' 
instead of 'w '  or 'uu', the use of a single 'u' instead of 'w' was common in 
such words as "tuist, zuelgen" (e.g. by Sexagius), and consequently also in 
"quellen" etc.. The development of 'u' to 'w' in the former may consequently 
have encouraged an analogous change after 'qi Neither Plantijn nor Kilian have
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any other entries than with 'qu-'.
Phonetically speaking 'qu' is not the equivalent of /vj + /u/ or /w/, since, 
originally at least, 'q' represented /!</ with lip-rounding: /kV> - this is why 
a different spelling evolved at all. ^t is fairly common for different letters 
to acquire the same sound through later sound changes (as so evident in French 
and English), but it would be very strange indeed for there to be no basis at all
in any period of the language for the use of two distinct letters in this way.
In time /k^/ resolved into /l</, still with some lip-rounding, but now more often 
followed by a definite semi-vowel, which explains why 'q' is always followed by 
'u'. ■*’t is not that 'q' before 'u' is an idiosyncratic spelling, but that the
sound represented by 'q' incorporates some quality of /u/ within it. Strictly
speaking, the 'u' is superfluous if /k^/ is the sound heard. By the time that
Dutch adopted the Latin alphabet, 'q' was little more than a positional variant 
of 'k', being used before 'u' whether or not a historical form had existed with
A V .
Pontus De Heuiter clearly describes the Dutch 'qu' as /fJ with lip-rounding, 
and warns strongly against the French pronunciation with just /k/: "Qu ... is 
een stommen consonant die door hulpe der vocalen 'u' (dieae alleen helpt, anders 
onvruchtbaar) op de manière van c. ofte k. bina geboren wardende, maar de lippen 
min openende ende door intreckijnghe der kalcen wat uitstekenende (sic), haer 
bekent maect". Furthermore he rejects 'uae' as a dipthong in such words as 
"quaet", which is really "qaet",- "dienende alien 'u' om 'k' en 'q' t'onderschei- 
den en verscheiden geluit te geven" (p.31-2). For these reasons he does not 
think it proper or desirable to replace 'qu' by the non-rounded 'k' (= /l{/)plus 
'u' or 'w', since the 'q' is only "bina" 'c' or 'k'. His comments on 'w' make it 
clear that he is describing a bilabial, not a labio-dental /iv/ (cf Dafforne below), 
but though this is consistent with his description of 'qu' as / k V  (p.58), it 
does not imply that all those who propose 'kw' could only liave pronounced a 
labiodental /w/. The converse,- that those who defend 'qu' probably heard a 
 ^bilabial /w/ - is more easily défendable (see below).
The Twe-spraack remarks solely on the change of 'komen' into ' quam', without 
commenting on 'qu/liw' at all, but Van der Schuere specifically equates the two:
"de 'qu' (heft) zoo vel kracht ende beteekeninge als 'lew' daer staende zoude
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konnen hebben". Yet he does not get as far as actually proposing any change in 
the spelling.
The next few grar.imarians, - .Smyters, De Hubert, Van Heule, all use 'qu' and 
do not discuss it. Dafforne is the next to do so in 1627. He, like Lambrecht 
and De Heuiter, hears a bilabial /w/ or semi-vowel after the /k/, but he does not 
mention any difference between 'k' and 'q': *qu', he claims, is "een dubbel 
consonant, ghemaekt van 'lew', ofte liever van 'ku'", as in "quale" (p.112). 
Montanus, the next after Dafforne to discuss the 'qu', regards as wrong the 
spelling "'request', daer de 'u' oovertollich is", but not so in "quaet, queeken" 
etc.; the 'u' of "quaet" he equates with the "smelt-uu" in "lingim", thus a 
bilabial. The significant point of this, as mentioned above after De Heuiter's 
argument, is that a person who pronounced 'w' as /v/ would not consider it 
possible to spell 'qu', since the 'u' cannot represent /v/. A person who 
pronounced 'w' as /w/ on the other hand would consider 'qu' and 'kw' to be 
equally acceptable. The corollary of this is that anyone who ardently defends 
the 'qu' spelling probably pronounces 'w' as /w/, unless he is convinced that 
tradition is more important than accuracy, whereas a personwhe ardently defends 
'kw' could equally well pronounce 'v/' as /w/ or /v/.
Another 13 years after Montanus were to pass before the first person
appeared who actually proposed discarding 'q' in favour of 'k', and this was 
Leupenius: "(het) komt ons voor, dat \rj de 'q' wel souden konnen missen, die 
sulke taalen alleen van nooden hebben, die geen 'k' gebruiken. Maar onse 
Neederduitsche taal kan die seer wel ontbeereii, want sy heeft geen andere kracht, 
dan die met 'lew' gevoeuglyk en volicornelyk kann uitgedrukkt worden. Waarom soude 
de 'k' niet soo wel een 'w' by sick mogen neemen, als andere Letters van den 
selven aard? Waarom soudemen soo wel niet mogen schryven 'kwaader' als 
*sv/aager'? 'kwaalen' als 'dwaalen'? 'kwetsen' als 'swetsen'? 'lewee peer en' als 
'twee peeren'?" (p.10), He draws back from actually using 'kw' however: "dunlct 
dan noch iemand die nieuwigheid al te groot te syn, wy mogen lyden dat ('qu') in 
gebruik blyve, willen der selve ook soo lang behouden, tot dat ons^gevoelen 
vordt voor goed gekeurt". Unfortunately he was not to live long enough to see 
his wish fulfilled, dying in 1670, before the general public adopted ' Ici^/'.
Whether influenced by Leupenius or not is not knoxm, but the following year
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(1654) Van den Ende had exactly the same feelings: "Ik hadde KW konnen stellen, 
voor QU ... spellende, 'kwaadt, .kwijt, kwee-appel, Wist, Wispel' &c,... maar 
alsoo het tot op deze tijd in 't gebruyk niet zeer en is, heb ik de gewoonlijke 
(doch onze taal onnoodige) QU. gebruykt". Most important here is the phrase 
"niet zeer": the spelling with 'W  was indeed alteady knox-m therefore (see 
below). It was to be many years before became at all common, and all the
major writers still used 'qu'. No change is suggested by Binnart, but as he 
heartily despised the letter 'k' in all its uses (see chap,2), and avoided it 
wherever remotely possible, this is hardly sxn-prising. Bolognino uses 'qu', and 
his comments on the dipthong 'uy' in "quyt" are evidence of his bilabial /w/.
The honour of being the first grammarians actually to use 'W  consistently 
belongs to the society Nil Volentibus Arduxm. They banned the letter 'q' from 
all Dutch words (though not from loan words), in their Verhandeling of around 
1673 (7 years after Leupenius's death); and their principal writer Pels, who in 
the introduction to his Horace translation (l677) writes that "de 'q' en 'x' 
versmyt ik ... en zet 'er 'kw', en 'ks', voor het welk onze natuurlijke letters 
zynde, geen andere klank uitbeelden konnen, en nu al veel gebruikt worden", also 
knox'/s of the spelling in practice, evidently quite frequently.
As Van den Ende already Imexv of the 'kx\/' spelling, it is difficult to see 
where the spelling first arose, unless under the influence of leupenius's v/ishes,- 
he was, as noted above, the first to suggest the substitution,- or of some other, 
unknoxm, radical speller. Some influence may well be due to Van der Schuere and 
Dafforne, or even De Heuiter and Lambrecht, all of whom described the equivalence^. 
Whoever these first users were, they do not seem to have justified their 
innovation in print. It is still true to say, however, that 'qu' xvas by far the 
commonest, and was to remain so for many years after the "Verhandeling" of 1673. 
According to WNT "de oudste bekende plants (van 'lex/'4s) in Vincent's 'Gheveinsde 
Doodt' a “ 1667", though they do not quote the word itself, which is presumably 
"kwetsing" cited later (column 5025),- "dat ... niet als een vreemd woord herkend 
(was)". WNT rightly igncfes occurrences such as those of Leupenius. There must 
have been earlier uses than this however, for, as mentioned above. Van den Ende 
luiex:/ of them in 1654. They are quite common in Klioos Kraam (1656-7), though 
the editor (Hintjus) uses 'qu' himself.
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In the meantime Winschooten decided to be cautiously conservative: the 
Romans had argued long about 'q', and come to no conclusion, and therefore,- 
"hebben de oude dit geschil in soo veel Jaaren niet Kunnen slegten, wat behoeven 
onse tijdgenooten haar mede soo ver in dit geschil te laaten, daa± sij dog geen 
einde van te hopen of te verwagten hebben; wel aan dan, soo laat ons hier in 
een vaste voet beraamen, en schrijven gelijk wij tot nu toe gewoon sijn te 
sctirijven 'quellen, quetsen', of liever 'qvellen, qvetsen' met een V (gelijk 
Schefferus en andere schrijven), Voor ons wij en kunnen niet sien, dat de aard 
of de fraaiheid van IfW in diergelijke x/oorden soo groot is, dat xfij daarom van 
de oude gewoonte behoorden af te gaan"; his argument for ' qv' is that the 'p* in 
'qu' is not a vowel, and so should not be spelt as one (see above), and that if 
it were ultimately decided to banish 'q', thena transition from 'qv' to 'lev' 
would be easier than one from 'qu' to 'kx>/', where both letters would be replaced. 
He also proposed the similar spellings "dving, svem, tvijffel",- "want dat is 
immers seeker, dat de W bij de Hollanders een afgaande letter is", meaning that 
he hears a labiodental /w/ and has noticed the decline of the bilabial 
pronunciation. Later (p.26) he concedes that "de QU veranderd soude Icunnen 
warden in IIW, KU of IvV". In his dictionary he uses only 'qu' (and ' dw' ).
His reference to "Schefferus" is interesting, being one of the very fexv open 
statements of potential foreign influence on Dutch spelling, Hoxvever, Johannes 
Scheffer, a German scholar at the court of Christina of Sweden, published only in 
Latin, and although his xnritings were known and admired in Holland (Hugo de Groot
has an index to his x-jritings included in his works of 1673), Winschooten is
unlikely to be referring to Schefferus himself, but by "Schefferus en andere" 
probably means contemporary Swedish spelling practice, which was,as he states,
'qv' ( a n d  w a s  t o  r e m a i n  s o  u n t i l  1 9 2 0 ,  w h e n  i t  w a s  c h a n g e d  t o  ' k v '  ) ,  a n d  m e r e l y
c i t e s  S c h e f f e r u s  a s  a  n a m e  w e l l  k n o w n  t o  m a n y  i n  H o l l a n d .
I t  m u s t  a l s o  b e  b o r n e  i n  m i n d  h o w e v e r ,  t h a t  L a t i n  t e x t s  w e r e  v e r y  o f t e n  
p r i n t e d  w i t h  ' q v '  ( e . g .  H i l a r i d e s ' s  p a r a l l e l  t e x t  P h a e d r u s  t r a n s l a t i o n  h a s  ' q v '  
t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  L a t i n  v e r s i o n ) ,  s o  W i n s c h o o t e n  m a y  h a v e  b e e n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  
S c h e f f e r u s ' s  L a t i n  u s a g e .  B u t  i n  t h i s  c a s e  i t  m u s t  b e  a s k e d  x v h y  h e  w o u l d  c i t e  
S c h e f f e r u s  a s  h i s  m o d e l ,  w h e n  L a t i n  t e x t s  a b o u n d e d  i n  H o l l a n d .
B e a r i n g  i n  m i n d  t h e s e  c u r r e n t  t r e n d s ,  a n d  e s p e c i a l l y  t h e  S o u t h e r n
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conservatism of later years, it is a little surprising to find a moderately 
radical viewpoint expressed in Ph. La Grue's "Grammaire Flamande" of 1684 
(published in theNorth, but widely used in the South): "nous avons mis le 'q' au 
nombre des lettres contre l'opinion de plusieurs & des plus nouveaux, à cause 
qu'il y en a encore beaucoup qui s'en servent, & qui s'opposent au changement, 
qu'on en a fait. J'advoue, que ce n'est pas sans raison, qui rejettent cette 
lettre, parce qu'ils s'en peuvent dfort bien passer, en se servant de 'Iw' pour 
'qu', comme en 'Icwaad', mal; car on joint le 'w' avec d'autres consones, comme 
en 'Swager', Deau-frere, 'dwaalen', errer, ' tx^ /ee', deux &c" (nb the same examples 
as by Leupenius). Consequently his usage in the grammar show the 'la/' spelling 
in "la;am, lo;aad" etc.. It is worthy of not that La Grue regards this spelling 
as fairly common.
In his dictionary of 1691 Sewel shows himself to be on the side of the 
conservatives mentioned by La Grue: "KW in plaats van QU kan ik juyst niet kwaad 
keuren; maar dexvyl ' t veelen, en in zonderheyd vreemdelingen, x-/at hard voorkomt, 
en men daar beneffens geene letters daardoor uytx-/int, zo volg ik nog liever de 
gewoonlykste X\/yze", except that he prefers "la;am" to "quam" (and despite using 
"lo/aad" in the sentence itself l). This sentiment is repeated (with minor text 
alterations) in the later editions of the dictionary, until it was changed 
slightly in 1766 (see below). Why 'kw' should be more difficult for foreigners 
than 'qu' is not made clear,- presumably it is because the digraph 'qu' was used 
in most foreign languages; but then it could also be argued that 'la;' x/ould 
avoid the possible mispronunciation as /k/ in the French manner( as De Heuiter 
had earlier warned),
Tox;ards the turn of the century the spelling 'qu' was certainly beginning to 
lose a great deal of ground to 'kw', Duikerius in his "Schouburg" uses "lo;aad" 
(though tqu' forms can also be found), and in his "Voorbeeldzels" three years 
earlier also has extensive use of 'lev/'. An intriguing comment appears in 1700 
from Van Geesdalle: "Aengaende de Q, daer is eenen Hollandschen Schrijver 
die-se uyt de Vlaemsche Letter-konste bannen wild, seggende dat het beter is 
sich van Kl^  te dienen als van QU. 't Is seker dat hy gelijk heefd" (p.45).
Exactly which northern writer he is referring to is not immediately obvious as 
only Leupenius, Van den Ende, Pels, and Duikerius had recommended this spelling.
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La Grue, though sympathising, had not adopted it fully, and was not a Hollander. 
Leupenius was certainly knwon in the South (La Grue seems to have used his x;ork,- 
see above), as was Van den Ende (discussed by Bolognino), and it may be to one of 
these that Van Geesdalle alludes, ^^ e himself abides by the Southern *qu'(e.g. 
"quaad" p.92).
Van Hoogstraten, in the brief grammar before his word lists, still resists 
the change, referring to the usage of Hooft, Vondel and Moonen (the latter in 
his poetry,- his graimiar x;as still unwritten, though anticipated eagerly by Van 
Hoogstraten), In the word list itself he adds in the section 'q': "Hier te 
verhandelen of men deze letter in onze tale zal behouden, of verwerpen, gelijk 
eenigen doen, is mijn werk niet". In his Latin dictionary he is a little more 
brusque, and seems impatient with the reformers, commenting in the section on 'q' 
that "die deeze letter ver^werpende voor QU willen spellen , op het voorbeelt 
van eenige hedensdaagse schryveren, zullen hier de woorden, die ze noodig hebben, 
moeten komen zoeken, dewyl wy geen deel begeren aan deze bysterheit. Zie ons 
Geslagtboek".
The "Grartimaireplus exacte" of 1701, like La Grue in 1684 (which the author 
certainly knex; since several passages are copied en bloc), rejects ‘qu’, since 
"dans 1'usage present on 1'exprime mieux par UW: comme ’kwellen, kwetsen’",
Nyloe found good phonetic reasons for opposing the new spelling: "De spelling met 
'kw' in plaats van 'qu' in 'Ixwaat, kwellen, la-/yten' , is om de hardigheit der 
uitsprake niet goet te keuren, en men schryft beter 'quaat, quellen, quyten'"
(p.42). This may indicate a normally labiodental /x;/, differing from the 'u' 
(=/w/ semivoxvel) in 'qu',- cf also Sewel above. Hilarides, in liis radically 
different spelling system, uses ' kx;', as too did the other radical spellers Van 
Alkemade and Gargon, but not Pars or Van der Linden.
Not being a radical however, Moonen prefers 'qu': "xjy keuren (lew) als eene 
onnoodige nieuwigheit ( I - it was first put forx;ard as a practical spelling 50 
years before), met de beste schryveren ten eenen maele af; en zien geene redenen, 
dev/yl men die woorden van outs met de Qu plagh te spellen, om die nu te 
verschuiven. Te raeer, dewyl de Romainen hunne C en V, in klank en kracht de K 
en W gelyk, daer voor kunnende gebruiken, de Qu nooit gev/raekt hebben, gelyk zy 
Van andere volken, schoon hunne taelen verbeterende, ook niet verworpen is;
360.
hoewel de dichter Ronsard zyne Franschen al in de zestiende eeuue met zyne 
'Icalite, leant!té' voor 'qualité, quantité' stoutmoedigh voorging. Waer by koomt, 
dat, indien men de spelling met KW volgt, veelszins dubbelzinnigheit door 
misspelling en quaede scheiding der lettergreepen veroirzaekt kan worden: als in 
'Gek-waak, gek-weest, gek-wel'. En eindelyk, dat de weinige woorden die met de 
Qu bcginnen geene nieuwe spelling met Kx; behoeven".
Sewel's gyaxmnar of 1708, influenced by Moonen and in amny x;ays a reply to it, 
has the same arguments, whereas the spelling notes in his dictionaries continue 
unchanged. The entries in his "Guide" for English speakers are the same as those 
in the dictionary.
Ludolf Shiids felt strongly enough about this "new" spelling that he inserted 
a comment in his "Schatkamer" of 1711, in the section on 'q': "Gelyk gy boven 
hebt gesien, daer is de Q behouden, alhoewel men deselve met een KVJ gevoeglyk 
had konnen uitdrulcken. Maar ik heb dat Jonlcer Haripon overgelaaten, in het 
Toonneelspelletje van de Belachelyke Hoofsche Juffers, swetsende in deeser j
voegen: 'K heb in de Dichtkunst groote greepen;
'K weet waar men è of 6 moet streepen;
De Q, die rule ik uit syn stee,
Als lubber van het ABC".
The play he refers to is the 1685 translation by Pierre de la Croix of Molière's
"Les précieuses ridicules", though such a comraent, to be found here in scene
10, does not appear in the French original, nor does any "Jonker Haripon". The
spelling in the quotation is Smids's own, not that of the original printed in
the Lescailje system (the printer) - with accents, '-d' in x;eak verbs, and
distinctive vowel usage; in the 1685 version "'k Heb, 'k Weet, é, o, zyn.
Lubber" are used instead.
Although E.C.P. has nothing against this spelling with 'lex;', he still uses 
'qu'. But M.S., De Vin, and Hakvoord used only 'lew' ("belex;aam, kx;ijt" etc.). 
Amongst contemporary writers,Rotgans, Langendijk, Root, and Zeeus all retain 
'qu'. Heugelenburg used 'lew' in his grammar, though his earlier poems (1682) 
had the contemporary 'qu' system.
Only the third person te deviate from both 'qu' and 'lex;', Matthias Kramer
uses 'qu' for all words in his dictionary of 1719, with the exception of one
word, which is listed twice (separatelyi)as "qualyk" and "qwalyk". The 1768
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e d i t i o n  h a s  n o  ' q w '  s p e l l i n g s ,  b u t  t h e  e d i t o r  ( V o n  M o e r b e e k )  i n s e r t s  a  n e w  
p a r a g r a p h  i n  t h e  ' q '  s e c t i o n ;  " N B .  W e i l  d e r  V e r f a s s e r  d i e s e s  W o r t e r b u c h s  g u t  
g e f u n d e n  h a t ,  d u r c h g e h e n d s  d i e  B u c h s t a b e n  Q U ,  s t a t t  K W  z u  g e b r a u c h e n ,  s o  h a b e n  
w i r  h i e r  k e i n e  V e r a n d e r u n g  m a c h e n  w o l l e n ;  a l l e i n  m a n  m e r k e  h i e r b e y  a n ,  d a s s  j e t z t  
d i e  m e i s t e n  W o r t e r ,  a l s  ' Q u a a ,  Q u a a d ,  Q u a a l '  u . s . w .  n i c h t  m i t  e i n e  Q U ,  s o n d e r n  
m i t e i n e  K l - /  g e s c h r i e b e n  w e r d e n " ,  a n d  under " K w a a d "  h e  a d d s  t h a t  "beynahe a l l e  
W o r t e r  i n  d e n  f o l g e n d e n  B u c h s t a b e n  Q ,  m ü s s e n  m i t  e i n e m  K  g e s c h r i e b e n  w e r d e n ,  
w e i l  m a n  n i c h t  m e h r  s c h r e i b t  ' q u a a d ,  q u a a l ,  q u a l c z a l v e r '  u .  s . w .  s o n d e r n  ' l a - ; a a d ,  
k w a a l ,  k x r a k z a l v e r '  u .  s . w . ' K  V o n  M o e r b e e k ' s  e d i t i o n  o f  K r a m e r ' s  g r a m m a r  (1774) i s  
s i m i l a r l y  a n n o t a t e d ;  " v i d .  u n s e r e  A n m e r l o m g  v o n  d e m  B u c h s t a b e n  Q  b e y m  A n f a n g  
d e s s e n  i n  u n s e r m  D i c t i o n a r i o " ( " u n s e r "  =  V o n  M o e r b e e k ,  n o t  K r a m e r ) .  I t  i s  possible 
t h a t ,  a s  a  G e r m a n ,  K r a n e r  h a d  r e a d  a n d  b e e n  i n f l u e n c e d  b y  S c h o t t e l i u s ,  w h o  a l l o w s  
t h i s  ' q w '  s p e l l i n g  ( t h o u g h  M o o n e n ,  w h o  l e a n s  h e a v i l y  o n  S c h o t t e l i u s ,  d o e s  n o t  
m e n t i o n  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e ) .
These 'qw' spellings were also knoxm in Low German, as is shoxm for example 
by the usage in Dahnert's low-German dictionary of 1781, which consistently 
uses this spelling in the Low-German words. Influence from Lox; German written 
texts on Dutch cannot be ruled out automatically (cf. similarly the '-v' spelling 
in chap.7). Van der Scheuren's 15th century 'qw' forms similarly originate in 
an area of strong German influence (Cleves). The only literary figure to be 
inclined towards this spelling seems to be Tuinman, though he does not actually 
use it; in his Fakkel (§.145) he writes that "Indien 't den oppertaalmeester 
't gebruik, of Jan Alleman behaagde, ik zoude voor best keuren, dat men 'qu' 
schreef 'qx;', 'qx;am' voor 'quam'". This probably implies that he heard 'x;' as a 
labiodental and thus found 'qu' inadequate to express the sound properly.
A single occurrance of 'qw' in "qv/aet" had appeared long before this in 
Montanus's book of 1635, though it appears for a very good reason, and must not 
be considered either a printers error or a reform suggestion. On p.85 he is 
discussing the hierarchy of consonants as shoxvn by their possible combinations 
(a traditional part of "spelkunst" talcen to greater lengths in Lambrecht's 
spelling lists), ^^ e puts 'k, t, p, s, ch' on a "higher rung" than  ^1, r, j, w, 
r' (i.e. the liquids and semivowels), when used at the beginning of a word or 
syllable ("ïweedubbelde Voorletteren"), - "als in'groot, glas, zwaer,...
362.
gchrijft,... qwaet, klacht'". Sucli combinations are normal and acceptable, but 
that is not the case with "rgoot, Igas, wzaer,... rchsijft" etc. (i.e. the same 
words with the initial consonant clusters reversed), which he rightly points out 
are unpronounceable. This proves his point that ’ g' etc. may be follox/ed by 'r,
1', etc., but not vice versa, hence his hierarchy. This particular hierarchy 
only applies to the beginning of syllables, other positions have different orders. 
For the sal:e of this argument he has to regard 'qu' as a similar combination to 
'zw', and so a spelling with 'qu' would be misleading, suggesting a vowel; the 
'qw' therefoie shows the equivalence to 'zw'. Later on (pll3) he again illustrates 
the equivalence, when discussing the "Voornaemste Derdendeel" of a word, i.e. 
the main vowel plus any accompanying semivowel, "als 'a* in 'dat'; 'ee' in 'been'; 
'wa' in 'quast ,wat, dx/ang'; 'eew' in ' le ex/' " etc.. He spells 'qu' but clearly 
pronounces it with the same "x;" as in "dwang, wat". This is the only instance 
of 'qw' located in the 17th century, and no instances outside Kramer have been 
located in the 18th century, so that such a usage x;as never common at all.
Unlike many of his predecessors Ten Kate decided that "bij samenvoeging' en 
uitspraak van Kkf worden de klanken door QU verbeeld, volmaaktelijk uitgedrulct" 
(1.124) - he finds ' kx;' a perfectly satisfactory alternative phonetically.
Mention has already been made of Sex;el's conservative viewpoint, yet in his 
reworking of La Grue's grammar in 1719 he reflects better the contemporary trends: 
"la kbtre 'q', n'ayant rien de different du 'k' dans la prononciation, est 
inutile, & quelques-uns ne s'en servent point. Cuno's translation faithfully 
repeats this in 1741: "Der Buchstab 'q' hat mit dem 'k' keinen unterscheid in der 
Aussprache, und ist unbrauchbalir, ja viele brachen das 'q' niemahls". 'Q' is 
nonetheless found in his work hoxvever, e.g. "quynen, quaecken, quetsen" p.209ff.
But not so progressive x;as Halma, who, like Van Hoogstraten, felt that there 
was nothing at all attractive about this new-fangled spelling. In his dictionary 
he xrrites that "alhoewel velen de nieuxve spellings van 'kw', voor 'qu' gebruiken, 
agten x/y onraadzaam hen te volgen, vermits de meeste Nederlandsche boeken alrede 
anders (i.e. with 'qu') geschreven zijn, en dit gebruik (i.e. 'kw') ook nog bij 
de minsten doorgaat" (it is not made clear whether this last comment refers to 
the numbers or to the status of the 'kw'-spellers). This comment is still 
included in the 1781 edition, when it is totally untrue, though its retention
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cannot have been a mere oversight since its presence must have been-noted when i
the spelling was updated in the later editions (e.g. "veelen, x/ij" in the comment ^
given). The exact opposite comment is to be found in Marin's dictionary, again
in the section on 'q': "vermits de Schryver van dit Woordenboek goedgevonden 
heeft doorgaans de KM, in plaets van de QU te gebruiken voor alle Nederduitsche 
naamwoorden zal men de woorden die men op deze kolom niet vind, op die van KM 
moeten zoeken" (taken from the 1768 edition). A certain similarity between this 
comment and that given above from Von Moerbeek may be just coincidental.
Northern usage x;as by now predominantly if not exclusively with 'kw'. This
is the system adopted by Huydecoper, though he conscientiously retains Vondel's 
'qu' spellings when quoting, e.g. "'Van het quaet tot erger' - men zegt van 
Icwaad tot erger", where he is not concerned x;ith Ihe spelling but the use of the 
article. Some use of 'qu' continued, possibly under the influence of Moonen's 
grammai", especially in the dictionary of Corleva. Burman also uses 'qu', but 
discusses neither this nor any other spelling in his "Aenmerkingen", apart from 
the use of 'ae' and 'aa'.
A slight delay was apparent in the Hguth, where 'qu' continued to be quite 
comraon until about 1750. The Ursulines vocabulary of 1738, Verpoorten, and 
even"Aerschot" (1766) still use it. Not that 'kw' was unlmoxm in the South,- it I
was used by Steven in his "Voorschriftboek", and, outside grammars, by Van 
Lokeren in his school textbook of 1713.
I
Interesting in this respect is Buys's revision of Sewel*s dictionary in j
1 *
1766, where to the sentence quoted above (justifying 'qu') is added: "uitgezonderd 
in zulke woorden daar een 'a' op de 'u' volgt: dan spel ik 'Icwaad, la;am, Imaal', j
enz. in plaats van 'quaad, quam, quaal'", though "quellen, quijten" etc. preserve ' > If
1
'qu-' (despite the title page of the dictionary which reads "According to the 
modern spelling, entirely approved"). The entries are fully in accordance xd.th 
his statement: under 'ki;-' the entries for all words beginning ' la;e-, Icxr^r-'
I
direct the reader to 'que-, quy-', whereas the words beginning 'kwa-' have the ; |
. i
double entrie thus: "KMAAD or QUAAD", with no directive to see under 'qu' (a |
I
minority have only 'k;' spellings, e.g. "la;ab"). Similarly under 'qu-' all words ' -
beginning with 'qua-' direct the reader to "see KIVA", whereas entries for words 
beginning with 'que-, quy-' contain no reference at all to any possible 'la;-'
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spelling. No reason is given for this ambivalent approach, nor is any
immediately obvious, and it is possible that this failure to reflect the latest
spelling contributed to the fact that this proved to be the dictionary's last
edition. Wilcocke's edited version has only ' lew' except in a few loan words.
The first grammar to discuss at tlength, and bring out the inconsistencies 
of Moonen'5 arguments was Van Belle in 1748. If 'q' should be kept "om haar oud 
gebruik,- waarom dan de C (die hy tog gantslyk verwerpt) om haar oud gebruik 
méde niet voorgestaan?". And as to the fact that French has kept 'qu',- "ei 
lieve I moeten de Neederlanders nooit verwerpen 't geen van de Romeinen of andere 
volken nooit verworpen is?. The possibilty of aiabiguous syllable division is 
a worthless argument: "iemant die voor 'gekv/el' verstonde 'gek-wel', zou wel gek 
weezeii. Immers om misspelling en ki;aade scheiding der lettergreepen, ( ' t werk 
van onlcundigen) letters te verwerpen die in goed gebruik zyn, zou voorwaar een 
slegte reegel weezen, nadien de meeste onze Letteren en Lettergreepen daar voor 
bloot staan; als by voorbeeld, in 'gek-ooren, gek-raak', voor 'gekooren, gekraak' 
enz, op dien grond zoude blyken". And finally the small numbers of such words: 
"behoeft een kelin getal, om zyne kleinheid, geene hervorming: waar zal men dan 
eene scheiding maaken, om een groote, nog iets grooter, ja allergrootst getal te 
verbeeteren?".
In his 1755 work he remarks merely that 'q' is an "onduitse letter, die 
geheel uit ons gebruik verbannen behoort te worden". Unique to Van Belle's 
1755 book, in the discussion on 'ki;', is one aspect of terminology: just as "uit 
de klinkers worden Tweeklanlcen en Drieklanken gemaakt", so analogically "uit de 
Medeklinker8 worden Tweemedeklanken, Driemedeklanicen en Viermedeklanken gemaalct 
...als: GRoot, KWaad,... SPReuk, SPReeken, SCHRift, SGHRyven" (p.2).
By nox/ Southern opinion x;as also changing in favour of 'kw'. Bincken wrote 
in 1757 that "my dunlct dat de 'q' geene letter van onzen Ab. behoorde te wezen 
... niet-te-min laate een ider syne gezindheyd daer in volgen". The "Snoeijmes" 
of 1761 asks "wat gaet de afkomste van die vreemde woorden de Vlamingen aen", and 
calls 'q' (possibly with a hint of Gallophobia) "een vuijle letter...teenemael 
onnoodig" x/hich one should "ùijt den abc schrabben en uijt het gezigt der jonge 
leerlingen doen verdwijnen". More moderate is Des Roches: "Met deeze twee 
letters (= 'qu') schryven veele de woorden, die anderzins eene 'kx/' zouden
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vereysschen,..,wy keuren juyst deeze spelling niet af, maer derven nochtans wel 
verze.keren, dat... (lew) gegronder en de Tael eygender is". It is noteworthy that 
he still thinl:s 'qu* the prédominait southern usage.
In 1764 De Haes sees no reason to keep 'qu', except in loan words, "dex/yl 
door ' t verwerpen der 'la;' in 'gekwaek', enz., de zwarigheit niet word weggenomen, 
die 'er uit de misspelling zou kunnen ontstaeiif vermits die in de 'kl, kn' en 
'1er' altoos overblyft, als blykt in de woorden, 'geklank, geklater, geknot, 
gelcraek' enz.; kunnende, door misspelling, 'gek-lank, gek-later, gek-not, 
gek-raek' gespeld worden; waerom die reden by ons van geene waerdye is"; this is 
the same argument as that adopted by Van Belle. Zeydelaar tliinles that "de ' k;' 
veel eigenaartiger aan die klanlc (voldoet)", and agrees that Sewel's (and 
Moonen's) "gek-wel" argument is x/ithout basis. The Tael en Dichtkundige Bydragen, 
eight years earlier in an article known to Zeydelaar (see his Vervolg p. 173) had 
been of the same opinion (1.223).
Ballieu (1772) favoured 'kx;', probably influenced by Bincken, and a contemporary 
grammar x;hich shows the same gallophobic fervour as the Snoeijmes is that of Van 
Bellegem and Waterschoot (c.1773), who decided that 'q' is not necessary, and 
give the following rather dubious verses on "de onze k lasterende Waelen" (p.30): 
"Weg, weg, gy Fransche 'q', met ux; verduyvelt stinlcen 
Tot klank g'eet op ons 'u', die g'uytschyt zonder klinken" 
and "G'acht onze 'k' een Fransche Katt'
Dees wel zuyver lekt haer gat
Wilt g'uw 'q' zien zonder vlekken (for 'q' read "queue")
Gy moogt zelf' die zuyver lekken".
These were later quoted by De Neckere (see below).
Tame by comparison the "Inleyding" of 1735 x;ould only go so far as to say 
that 'q' x;as "eigenlijk overbodig", and that "de Letteren QU zyn billyk door de 
uyt onze Tael gebannen". C.W.Holtrop (1733) still records hox;ever that "nog 
heden eenige weinigen (schrijven) 'qu'".
The grammars of Stijl, Bolhuis, and the various Nut grammars and spelling 
books in the North, together x;ith Janssens in the (South, all agree that ' q' is 
of no use in Dutch words, and that 'kw' is just as good a spelling, as do later 
Siegenbeek and De Simpel. The latter also agree that "'la;'...drukt veel juister
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den klanlc uit". The Nut’s "Rudimenta" of 1305 however claims that "de 
Nederduitsche Mci;’ geeft volmaakt de zelfde uitspraak als de 'qu'".
dome conservative 'qu' spellers must still have been in existence, probably 
amongst older writers who had groxm up in a 'qu'-world. Von Moerbeek, writing 
now in his own grammar of 1304, because Kramer's was "ganz nicht mehr werth"!, 
alludes to some such survival: "'q' (is) weinig mehr in Gebrauch" in the Dutch 
examples given, although "viele schreiben ... dergleichen Worter noch so". Even 
so "vielo"would seem to be something of an exaggeration.
In the South one granmar was still nleading for the use of 'qu' in 1815. This 
was De Neckere, in contrast to Van Daele whose spellings he often followed. He 
vnrites on the 'kv;' spelling (p.63) that "Men héeft sig te verwonderen dat de 
Hollanders, en naer hun een deel Vlaemingen sig daer entrent hebben laten 
misleyden, en soo schadelyke eene spelvrgse hebben willen aennémen". He ascribes 
this to an anti-French feeling ("haet van VoUc tot Volk"), transferred to the 
French 'qu' letter-combination. In support of this he quotes the "schampere en 
onbelompe versjens" of Van Bellegem, though he does not give their source (they 
are probably not original to Van Bellegem), and makes several errors in the
transcription, besides using his ovin spelling system.
One of the last comments on the use of 'qu' in Dutch words falls to
Bilderdijk, who does not consider that 'lew' and 'qu' are pronounced the same,
being for him respectively /k/ + consonant (presumably he means labiodental /w/), 
and liprounded /k^/ + vowel: "Wel onderscheiden, is de 'q' inderdaad niet het 
zelfde met de 'k'. De 'k' vormt zich in de voile holte der keel, maar de îq' 
zijdwaarts van de kieuwen, en zoo zijn ook 'lew' en 'qu' wezendlijk verschillende 
klanken. ...Men merke ook op, dat de 'w' in 'lew' een konzonant is, maar de 'u' 
in 'qu' een vokaal, die met de 'q' en volgende vokaal samensmelt, hoedanige 
samensmelting tusschen 'k' en 'w', als beide mutae zijnde, geen plaats kan 
hebben, daar die smelting volstrekt eene semi-vocalis vordert" (Spraakleer p.54)° 
How far he is here being guided (misled?) by the difference in the written forms 
of 'q' and 'k', and by autosuggestion, is not clear; possibly he was thinlcing 
of the English-style pronunciation of 'qu' comparing it to the Dutch /kw/, 
possibly he restricted the / k ^ V  pronunciation to loan words and /kw/ to Dutch 
words - he does not elaborate on this, only on the "difference" between the
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letter s/sounds. This theory however would automatically affect his views on 
the substitution of 'lev/' for *qu' in loan words.
He^ was to find one ally in Halbertsma (like Bilderdijk a critic of 
Siegenbeek). But Halbertsma was against all 'kw' spellings: "geen menschelijk 
spraakorgaan (kan) de 'k', vereenigd met de vaste 'w' uitspreken, en de oude 
Nederlanders, die even fijn in de taal als in de muziek hoorden, spelden zeer 
keurig 'quitsten, quaed, quetsen', om later bij betweters en botoren door het 
onmogelijke 'kwisten, kwaad' en 'kwetsen' vervangen te worden". Although he 
must be praised for recognizing that the ears cf older grammarians x;ere just as 
efficient as his own (a fact often overlooked by his contemporaries and many 
later investigators), it cannot be denied that he seems to be arguing "naar de 
letter", i.e. for him a different letter implies a different sound, and not many 
would agree with him that "geen menschelijk spraakorgaan (kan) de 'k', vereenigd 
met de vaste 'w' uitspreken". Presumably by "vaste 'x;'" he means a labiodental 
pronunciation, in which case his argument is basically the same as Bilderdijk's, 
except that Halbertsma also extends it to Dutch words; this may imply that he 
heard a different pronunciation in the latter to Bilderdijk. WNT gives the 
latest use of 'qu' in a Dutch word as 1769 (Gr. Placcaatboek), though they do 
not (evidently) count Halbertsma, who in fact normally used 'kx;', despite his 
own instincts (publishers' pressure?).
But 'qu' was nox; really long extinct in Dutch words, and even Bilderdijk 
consistently differentiates between 'kw' in Dutch words and 'qu' in loan words, 
suggesting, as mentioned, that he may have been influenced by the English and 
Italian pronunciation of 'qu' in the latter. In 1870 it was possible for Land 
to declare that 'qu' x;as dead, and that therefore a new use could be found fob 
the letter ' q' (it may be assumed then that he used 'kv;' even in loan words I).
As one of the "overbodig gex;orden"letters it could fill in the gap where a 
Dutch sound had ho corresponding letter:"De 'q' (komt) het eerst in aanmerking 
... om de 'ng' te vervangen". Such a step would probably have been a little too 
radical for a generation which foxind it hard to accept the later Kollewijn 
proposals, and Land did not really push very hard for his new spelling.
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Loan words
Completely different from the attitudes described above was the treatment of
in the spelling of loan words, and some (e.g. Bilderdijk) do not seem to 
have accepted it as the same sound as 'lew'. In 1772 H. van den Born had even 
published a short treatise on the "Historié en taalkundige verhandeling over de 
letter Q, waer in wordt aengetoont dat die letter met de G en K deselve is" 
not only the same sound, but also originally the same character; He has nothing 
to say on the repercussions of this theory on the use of 'k' and 'q* in spelling. 
Bilderdijk also believed that'k' was only a 'c ' "maar met den 'standaard', welke 
uit netheid en om de letters gelijk te maken ingevoerd is". It would appear that 
Bilderdijk had not read his classical grammars, or disagreed with their findings, 
for the authoritative Priscian had maintained that although 'k, q' and 'c' have 
different form and name, yet because they have the same force in both quantity 
and sound, they must be accepted as one letter ("quamvis in varia figura et varie 
nomine sint 'k' et 'q' et 'c', tamen, quia unam vim habent tam in metro quam in 
sono, pro una litera accipi debent"). Van den Born on the other hand may have 
been aware of this, since he is attempting to show the same thing. Amman, in his 
Loquela, even more explicitly states that the same mouth position is used 
"Brrumpendo k c vel q'^ . As noted in the previous section, this does not hold 
for all languages.
For those xnriters who spelled 'qu' in Dutch words there was naturally no 
problem, since they used 'qu' in loan words too. But as soon as the 'kx;' system 
became at all established some began to propose its use in loan words. Hooft 
in his "Warenaar" (line 523) writes "Elk nae zijn kaleteit, dat tribelt alderbest" 
where he puns on "qualité" and "kaal" (he may have known Ronsard's spelling of 
"kalité" which Van der Schuere had described in his preface of 1612, though this 
is not necessarily implied in the use of this spoken pun). Spellings such as 
"banket" had existed also in the l6th century, e.g. Coornhert spells "banckquet" 
in 1564, Van Beaumont has "bancketteert" in 1596, and Roemer Visscher uses 
"bancketeren". Brune later used "Bancket-werck" as the title of a book in 1657.
Of undoubted influence in this particular word was the popular etymology involving 
the word "bank", though the replacement of French 'qu' pronounced /k/ was much 




and not involving any confusion about possible different pronunciation of the 'u'. 
It occurs already in Middle Dutch, where parallel spellings such as "quartier, 
cartier" can be found, the first being Latin based, the second showing the French 
sound. This does not automatically imply that "quartier" was pronounced with 
/ku/ or /kw/. M.ontanus also made a coimiient to the effect that this substitution 
was permissible (see above). The first instance of 'ki;' in aloan word where 
pronounced /ku/ or /kw/ recorded in v/NT is "la/iebus" in "De Verliefde Lubbert" 
by Pluimer (1678), and "kwibus, afterkwartier" in "De Gemeenzame Geest" by J.
SooImans (1679, p.6).
One anomalous (for Dutch) spelling, which existed for a substantial period of 
time, was the use if final '-cq'. Presumably based on a contemporary French 
form, and so regarded as cultured, it was prevalent in the 18th century, though 
it also occurs as early as in De Castelein, with "publicq" (p.177). WNT also 
record it in the "Daghregister Bat." of I64I (also "publicq"). In the 17th 
century Jan de Witt still spelt the "full" form "republycque", possibly sounding 
the final 'e'. But when some writers wished to show that they no longer 
pronounced in this way, they also dropped the *u', leaving a solitary 'q', as in 
the forms "publycq, republycq, bibliotheecq" just noted. The latter is also 
very common in the "Privilégié" of many contemporary books, e.g. La Croix I6 8 5 .
The Twe-spraack had recognized '-cq' as a French spelling, in that the Dutch 
words "Zak, Bank" are derived from "3acq, Bancq", which same examples were taken 
over by Van Heule on p.II4 of the 1625 edition. Neither record seeing such forms 
used by Dutchmen in loan words. Meijer's Woordenschat later had many examples, 
e.g. "Physicq".
In the 18th century Boomkamp, in "Alkraaers Stederechten" (1741) uses both 
"publycq" and "republycq", as do Onno van Haren (Willem III) and Krom, in his 
answer to the "prijsvraag" of the Zeeland society (1780). WNT records a late 
example in the "Bijdragen der Historische Genootschap" of 1787. An odd third 
choice is found occasionally, e.g. the "Keuren van Haerlem" of 1749 had the 
spelling "publyq" (as well as the more normal "publiek"). This would not seem 
to have been a very common spelling. Defense of this spelling was never 
forthcoming from grammars, and Siegenbeek brought about its total demise by 
advocating "publiek, bibliotheek"etc.. A short comment on the '-cq' spelling
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is contained in WNT, but it rather unhelpfully does not go beyond stating that 
'•voor aanduiding met ’cq’ verg. de geslachtsnamen Fredericq, Lancq, Turcq". This 
imolies that the usage in common nouns was derived from that in names, which is 
unlikely, and does not explain the ultimate origins of the spelling, nor that 
nouns using this form were French in origin.
For the majority of common l.oan words, however, the almost unanimous 
decision of earlier times was that "in de spelling van vreemde woorden meet men 
den aard dier tale volgen" (Bolhuis p.96), so much so that most grammarians 
accepted without query not only that 'c,q,x,y' were restricted to j.oan words, 
but also that they werethe norm there; changing the spelling to conform to the 
Dutch system simply did not occur to them. For a very large number these 
spellings were quite consistent, since they also used »c, x, q, y' in Dutch 
words. This is true right up to the time of aiegenbeek. One of the few 
exceptions was Pels (1677), who makes a special case "wanneer de naamen ... van 
andere spraaken de onze geworden zyn, als in ... 'Kwieryn'... van ’Quirinus’". 
M.S. (1711) decided that since the ’u ’ in 'qu' was not representative, - i.e. 
no /u/ was heard,- then 'qu' should be replaced by 'kvf' (p.61) in all words.
The many minor grammarians who came after Sievenbeek most often merely 
reiterated his thoughts, Terbruggen for example writing that "het (zou) 
onbehoorlyk zyn, Latynsche of Fransche woorden met letters te spellen, welke in 
die taelen niet gebruykt warden; b.v. als men 'kwestie' of 'ekstrakt'... sclireef" 
He does not necessarily follow ^iegenbeek in these thoughts, as they were 
generally prevalent at that time, and indeed his system differs greatly from 
the latter's, being influenced more by Des Roches, Ballieu and Bincken (for 
example in the use of accents and 'y'). Like Ballieu and Bincken Terbruggen 
was an Antwerpenaar (cf. chap.3).
De Vries and Te Winkel modified this view somewhat, in a highly suspect 
manner however: "het verdient aanbeveling in populaire woorden de spelling met 
'lew' of 'k', in geleerde echter die met 'qu' te gebruiken" (WNT under the letter 
’Q' §.7, actually written by J H van Lessen in 194-9, but fully in line with 
De Vries and Te Winkel's views). The intention comes out more favourably if 
for "geleerde" and "populaire" are read "technical" and "commonly used".
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otherwise it suggests two cultural levels in a very adverse sense. Several words 
were actually changed in their Woordenlijst, "kwartet" for example being 
alD.owed the ' W  spelling.
A few years earlier Thijm had opened the onslaught on the spelling of
"bastaartwoorden" (i.e. such loan words as were partly affected by Dutch sounds,
thus being neither purely Dutch nor purely foreign in character). He proposed 
a radical adaptation to the Dutch spelling system for all words of foreign 
origin now in common use. De Jager on the other hand regarded any such spelling 
as "rekwest" as a "wanspelling" (Versch. p.82).
Beets (Versch. 1,28) in 1858 ridiculed Thijm's logical arguments. In a 
dialogue with a certain "Querulus" (-"den Neef, gelieft dit in het oog te 
houden, den Neef van Nurks"-p.32), he asks:
"- "Querulus,...wat dunkt u van de bastaartwoorden?"
- 'Gy meent toch niet,' zeide hy, 'hoe ze gespeld moeten worden? In dat opzicht
ben ik nergens banger voor dan voor konzekwensie." (note the double meaning here)
- 'Neen,' zeide ik, 'laat ons de spelling daarlaten. Ook ik schrijf met een 
goed geweten 'kantoor' en 'beschuit', en kora niet tot de konzekwensie, al zou 
de heer ALBERDINGH (sic) THY>'l my daarover een proses doen met een 's' ' ".
Thijm criticised Beets for this last reference, since he had never proposed the 
spelling "proses" (though some had), and Beets retracted the sentence (op.cit. 
11,1804). Exactly what significance is to be read into Querulus's relationship 
to Nurks (Hildebrand's anti-social nephew in the "Camera Obscura") is not clear I
Jan van Vloten showed himself in a semi reactionary light in his criticism 
of reform: "Wat nq^lf betreft, het is vooral op de volgende punt en dat ik een 
wijziging van 't woordenboek (=WNT) verlangen zou: 1“, erkenning der vier 
uitheemsch verklaarde letters als Nederlandsche en daaruit voortvloeyend gebruik 
der 'y', der 'x','q' & 'c ' in woorden waar de afleiding die vordert (b.v. 'text, 
quitancy, concert')". He sees no reason why 'q' should not be used in Dutch.
The original aspirations of the Kollewijners included several radical 
alterations for such words, but in their finally adopted "Voorstellen" of 1893 
they dropped them as too controversial. Nonetheless in 1931 Van Ginneken still 
accuses them of proposing the spellings "okipage, koket, kiriteren, kwazie"etc.,
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and he stands by De Vries and Te Winkel's rule that such "echt Hollandsche 
phonetische spelling (is) onbeschaafd"i Undoubtedly some radicals did use such 
forms but it is not a part of the official proposals of the movement. Dixi in 
1934 presents an inconsistent picture: although he resists the rejection of 
and 'c ' in loan words he pleads for the substitution of 'kiv' for 'qu' .
The 1954 Woordenlijst continued the tradition of keeping 'qu' in all obviously 
foreign words, and offering a varied picture for the "bastaardwoorden" which 
could be regarded as semi-Dutch. In the latter, where the 'qu' was sounded /ic/ 
it was sometimes changed, as in "rekest/relcwest" (not "request" - De Vries and 
Te Winkel allowed "rekest" and. "request", preferring the latter), more often an 
alternative is given for 'k' or 'qu', as in "quitte/kiet" (De Vries and Te Winkel 
give only "quitte"), and, with different meanings, "etiket/etiquette" (both are 
"etiquette" in De Vries and Te Winkel). Many common words in which 'qu' was 
representing /kw/ now had only '1-cw', e.g. "kwaliteit" (De Vries and Te Winkel 
allowed only "qualiteit"), but some such as "kwalitatief/qualitatief" had 
alternative forms.
Rombouts opened the attack once more in 1957 with his consistently radical 
spellings "atakeren, kwart, kwadraat, ki-jidam" etc. (i.e. not only 'bastaard­
woorden' but also fully foreign words such as "quidam"), echoed by Verschueren 
with his"Konsekwente Progressive Spelling" (KPS). Possibly yielding in the face 
of such pressures the Rapport of 1967 conceded the point: "De coramissie stelt 
voor 'k' of '.W' te spellen naar gelang van de uitspraaii; dus, 'antikair, kalke,
...antikwariaat'... Uitgezonderd zijn de Latijnse woorden en woordkoppelingen 
'qua, qui(d)proquo, quodlibet'",- an almost complete capitulation. This reform 
would seem thus to be almost entirely accepted.
Summary:
Dutch words: - 1653 'qu' unquestioned as a spelling. Leupenius
proposes 'kv/' but uses 'qu'.
1656 first recorded appearances of 'In/'
1677 first grammarians to use 'kiv'
cl700 - CI75O 'kvr' gets ever more common, 'qu' lingers a little 
longer in the South.
1750 'qu' all but extinct (cf Halbertsma), and 'lew'
now fully accepted.
Loan words:, - 1 8 4 3  'qu' unquestioned; sporadic 'kw' spellings since
C . 1 6 7 8 ,  and 'k'spellings since Middle Dutch;
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1843-  v a r i o u s  w o r d s  c h a n g e d  f r o m  ' q u '  t o  ' k ( w ) ' ,  m o s t l y  
o n e  a t  a  t i m e ,  c o n t i n u i n g  p r e s s u r e s ,  s t a r t i n g  w i t h  
T h i j m .  r a d i c a l  s p e l l i n g s  o f t e n  r i d i c u l e d .  
I n c r e a s i n g  p r e s s u r e s  f o r  c o m p l e t e  a b o l i t i o n  o f  
P ' q '  ( T h i j m , L a n d )
1967 First official p r o p o s a l  to scrap 'qu'.
D e v i a t i o n s  f r om ' q u '  o r  ' k w '
( s o m e  u s e d ,  s o m e  m e r e l y  m o o t e d )
q w  G e r a r d  v a n  d e r  I c h u o r e n ,  L a m b r e c h t ,  ( M o n t a n u s ) , K r a m e r ,  ï u i n m a n  
( c f  L o w  G e r m a n )
k u  ( D a f f o r n e )  W i n s c h o o t e n
J ^ )  W i n s c h o o t e n  ( c f .  " d v i n g ,  t v i j f f e l ,  s v e m " )
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Chapter 11; 's' and 'z'
I n i t i a l  a n d  m e d i a l  ' s '  a n d  ' z '
M e d i a l  ' - s z - '
preconsonantal 'z'
anomalous use of ' sv7- '
the suffixes '-sel, -saam'
t h e  u s e  o f  ' t z ' ,  f i n a l  a n d  m e d i a l
loan words
f i n a l  ' - s '  a n d  ' - z ' ,  a n d  ' - s d e ,  - z d e ' .
The rules governing the phonological distribution of / s/ and / z/ in Dutch 
are relatively straightforward; initially /s/ anpears only before consonants,
/z/ only before vowels and the semi-vm^el /w/; medially / z/ appears only after 
a long vowel or consonant, and / s/ usually only after a short or unstressed 
vowel. Examples of / s/ after a long vowel, such as "bloesem, hijsen, Pasen" 
are uncommon. The normal distribution can be illustrated by the examples "staan, 
slaan; zaan, zwaan; lessen, lezen, grenzen; historiése''. This distribution can 
be seen to be almost exactly parallel to that of the other fricatives /f/ and 
/v/, except that / z/ only appears before vowels and /w/ whereas /v/ occurs 
before vowels and /]/ and /r/. Although this simple picture has been more than 
a little obscured by the intrusion of loan words (e.g. "suiker, kansen"), and 
words where / s/ before vowels has developed from /ts/ (e.g. the modern 
equivalents of "tsamen, tsestig, tseventig, tsedert", some spelt with 'z' by 
analogy, cf also "tvijftig" now with /f/), the system was apparent enough to 
influecne the use of 's' and 'z' for a very long time.
It can be seen from this distribution pattern that the difference between 
/s/ and / z/ is not phonemic in Dutch, and this fact alone was undoubtedly 
responsible for the Relatively late appearance of the letter .'z' in Dutch. 
Certainly spellings with 'z' are known from the earliest Middle Dutch texts, but 
the normal system employed only 's'. This feature of Middle Dutch, where the 
forms "staan, slaan, saan, swaen, lessen, lesen, grensen" all with 's' are 
comfortably read correctly by modern and contemporary Dutch readers, extended 
well into the period of modern Dutch spelling, with repercussions into the 
middle of the 19th century.
The basic Middle Dutch system was therefore simple in the extreme : 's' was 
used everwhere ('ss' where necessary in the few words such as "hijssen"), and 
'z' was not usually fo^nd necessary. The use of 'z', when it did occur, is
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surprisingly restricted. Obreen and Van Loey record 'z-' by the 13th century, 
and Hoebeke also records many instances of initial 'z-', with one fact standing- 
out in both: about half of all the instances of intitial 'z-' are to be found in 
the word "zee" and its compounds. After this the words "zelve, zeer, ziele" and 
the verb "zijn" are the most frequent (not necessarily in that order). Apart 
from these few words initial 'z-' is very uncommon, and much more erratic in 
its application.
By the 15th century the letter ' z' was beginning to be much more common, 
though the reason for this is obscure. Probably the greatest influence was 
French usage, and it is certainly noticeable that 'z' first became common in 
works of Southern provenance. A good example of this is the 1485 Boecius 
translation, published in Gent, and the 1494 Deventer edition of the Exercitium. 
The latter has almost exclusively 's' spellings, whereas the former has 
predominantly 'z-', in the text at least - the prologue uses only 's' except in 
the verb "zijn". As the 1485 Exercitium from Antwerp also uses the 's' system, 
not too much of a clear-cut North/South division should be expected, but the 
trend is there to a limited extent. On the whole however the "all-'s'" system 
is still the most common, though it is almost invariably adulterated by a few 
' z' spellings in certain words (see below). It is not clear how much influence 
on this spelling came from dialectally different pronunciations of initial / s/ 
and / z/, cf. modern Amsterdam dialect's use of / s/ before vowels.
Intervocalically the '-s-' spelling continued to maintain a greater frequency 
compared to '-z-' than initial 's-' did to 'z-'. Spellings with '-z-' are 
noticeably less common, and it is not infrequent to find 'z-' spellers who never 
use intervocalic '-z-'. Lambrecht hints at this in 1550 when describing the 
letter 'z': "zeet ... en comt nerghens achter de vocalen in ons Nederlandsch".
He may be referring to the different usage of French (cf "voulez"), where 'z' 
can appear at the end of a word. In the syllable lists he certainly uses 'z' 
"achter de vocalen", as in "aza, eze, izi, ozo, uzu", and in his Naembouck he 
consistently uses "deze" etc. with '-z-'. Initially he uses 'z' in "zoukt,ziet" 
and many more such examples.
The 's-, - S - '  system was still the main usage for the second half of the 16th 
century, though very often with the use of 'z' in a limited number of words,
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usually "zee, zeer" and the verb "zijn", - the latter usually to distinguish 
it from the personal pronoun (see chap. 19). Van der Werve has 's-, -s-* with 
the exception of the verb "zijn", and Keurier makes an exception for "ziele" in 
his "Coniugaisons" of 1553; Plantijn has a few entries for 'z' - "zee, zenuwe, 
ziere, zyde (silk), zijn (vb)", but most of his 'z' entries merely refer tie 
reader to 's'. Yet even this is a sign than 'z-' forms were common, if still in 
the minority, for he comments that "men Z dickwils gebruyckt in de plaetse van 
S".
Kilian*s usage is even more restricted than Plantijn's, referring the reader 
from "Zee, zeer, zeeuer, zickel, zijde, zijn etc. vide See, seer, seeuer, sickel, 
sijde, sijn". He does not condemn the use of 'z-', but because of the confused 
state of contemporary usage he finds it advisable to place all the words under 
's', "ut inseniendi ratio sit facilior". Even the appendix of foreign names and 
places has cross-references such as "Zurich, Zutphen &c. .j. Surich, Sutphen &c". 
Coornhert's Voorreden of 1563 uses 's-, -s-' with a few idiosyncracies to be 
mentioned later, but Sasbout's dictionary of 1576 allows about twelve words with 
'z' (including "Zee, zeem, zeepe, zeer"), the others having cross-references to 
's', and being followed by the note "Tout ce que vous ne trouves icy en la 
lettre Z, cherchez le en la lettre S".
The first of the grammatical works after Lambrecht to use the 'z'consistently 
was Sexagius. Initial 's' is used only before a consonant, and 'z' only before 
a vowel. The sole exceptions are the anomalous "r ai sen" (C5) and "swaer" (B3v“), 
cf. "zuaar, zuac, zuelgen" etc., where it is significant that he uses 's' before 
'w' and 'z' before 'u'. This is consistent within the strict rule of 's' before 
consonants and 'z' before vowels. Between vowels he makes the same distinction: 
"hassen; b§uze, blazen, vreezen, kezen, lezen, pezen, lifrzen".
Sexagius's comment that "z ... nihil aliud re vera est quam erassum s" is 
echoed five years later by De Heuiter, who writes tliat "anders niet en is ' z' dan 
's' een lettel dicker of voider van geluit vallende alzo hier blijct 'verzamen: 
samen'". He gives three rules for the use of 's' and 'z' in Dutch: firstly 
wherever the sound of the degenerate (i.e. palatalised) 'c' is heard, secondly 
in '-se', be it adjectival ending or enclitic (Latijnse, kooptse), and thirdly 
before a consonant(including 'w',- "staraelen, swigen"). The first and third of
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these rules agrees with Sexagius’s system, only the use of '-se' differing.
Continuing the line of consistent 'z' spellers the Twe-spraack opposes the 
contemporary practice of ignoring 'z' and decides that "wy de 'z' veel ende de 
's' minder behoeven, daar wy nu int teghendeel de 'z' wainigh ende de 's’ steeds 
in haar plants ghebruiken" (p.46). Reacting to this trend, though not altogether 
following it, the 1534 edition of feurier's vocabulary spells "zee, zeem, zeepe, 
zeer, zeeuer, zenuwe, ziere, zoom, zuyl" with 'z', and comments that "al tghene 
dat ghy hier in de letter Z niet en vindt soecket inde letter S" (cf. Sasbout).
The earlier edition of 1562/3 contained only "zee, zeer" and compounds, so the 
expansion is due to the changing habits of usage and other dictionaries, showing
that in 1534 'z' was more accepted than in I563.
The slightly later French-Dutch dictionary of Mellema(l537ff), being a 
continuation of Gasbout, contains the same comment and usage, right up to the 
1634 edition, with an extra note in early editions up to 1602 and omitted from 
1630 onwards, in the section on 'F': after referring from 'f ' to 'ph' (see chap.
9) it continues - "le mesme entendez aussi de ... l'affinité de ... 8 & de Z"(see
also below). Other dictionaries, such as Hexham, contain similar comments, but 
as it is such an obvious statement no certain decision on borrowing can always 
be deduced from its presence.
Contemporary v/riters' and printers' usage ignored such trends for the most 
part. Valcoogh (zijn), Goornhert (zee, zijn (vb), zy (they)), Van Beaumont 
(zijn (vb), zee), Stevin (-), Van der Noot (zedigh, zijt), Roemer Visscher (zijt, 
zy (they)), Smyters (Zeeuw), and many others all used the 's-, -s-' system with 
varying degrees of consistency, and with the more or less regular exception of 
the 'z-' spellings indicated for each.
In 1612 the newer system received fresh impetus from Van der Schuere. Already 
in the introduction he declares his intention to show "hoe wanschiklielyk dattet 
is ... S voor inde sillabe inde plaetze van Z te stellen", and consequently on 
page 33 he formulates his rules: "De 'z' is bequaem, om te gebruyken voor de 
klynk-Letteren ende 'w',... De 's' komt zoo wel midden ende achter inde Sillabe, 
als voor; maer de 'z' alleen voor inde Sillabe. De 's' voor inde Sillabe 
kommende, word gevolgd van de me-klynk-Letteren 'ch, 1, m, n, p, t'". This gives 
the regular spellings "zalige, deze, verzamelen, spellinge". The 's' "midden
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inde Sillabe" is presumably before a final consonant (cf. "de-ze"), as in 
"gequetst" lp.47), "vleysch" (p.15) etc.. Against this view are the tradition­
alists such as Smyters, who in the preface to his Epitheta of 1620 writes that 
"wy tuGschen ... 's' ende 'z' weynich onderscheyts gemaect hebben, het welcke 
gescheidt is, on|dat zommighe Nederlanders oock kleyn onderscheyt maken in de 
voorsclireven letteren, d'ennde voor d'andere te ghebruycken".
Writers in the first few decades of the new century continued to use the 
older system; included amongst these are the works of Starter (zee), Bredero 
(zij (they)). Cats (zijn (vb)). Van Borsselen (zee, zijde, zijn (vb), zich).
Van .Santen (1st editions), Camphuysen ( zwaert, zijn (vb), zij (they)), Anna 
Visscher (-), and Boetius à Bolsv/ert (ziel, zijn (vb)), as usual mostly making 
exceptions for a few words as indicated. Some, such as Huygens, Hooft, the early 
Vondel, and De Ruyter, are more erratic, with many 'z-' spellings and less 
consistency.
But the tendency to adopt the newer system was spreading. Smyters, who had 
used the 's-, -s-' system in his Schryf-konst-boeck of 1613, and despite his 
comment given above, used the 'z-, -z-'system in his Epitheta, though he often 
has intervocalic 's' such as "bewijsen, misprijsen". Coster's "Ipliigenia" of 
1617 also makes the normal distinction between 's' and 'z', but his "Teeuwis 
de boer" of 1627 uses the 's-, -s-' system. Hooft used only 's' in his early 
writings, adopting some ' z' forms after c.l608 (e.g. "zyn , zyt, zien, zonder, 
zeght" in Achilles), and after c.l625 he uses 's' and 'z' in the newer manner 
(datings given by Kooiman in his edition of the Twe-spraack 1913).
Amongst grammatical works a reasonable level of regularity was rarely 
achieved in the actual usages of the texts, despite whatever rules were given.
Van Ghem-zen uses mostly 'z-' but has many ’s-' forms, though Dafforne and Van 
Heule, in explicitly supporting the newer 'z-' and '-z-' forms, are more 
consistent. By the mid 1620's then the situation was roughly that grammars were 
recommending a consistent separation of the letters 's' and 'z', but most izriters 
and printers were at best erratic. Some used the 's-, -s-' system with or 
without 'z-' in a few words, and some used the two letters abnost without
discrimination. The regular 'z-,-z_' system is hardly seen in pracfce.
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But in 1624 a new system was introduced to those of existing grammars. In 
all probability the system was a3jceady in use, but this was the first time it 
had been defended in writing. The new method is that of De Hubert. Because the 
letter 's' was of Greek origin, in which language (and thereafter in Latin) it | j j
represented /ds/ or /ts/ , many theorists had avoided it for representing /z/ in
if
Dutch, defending the 's-, -s-' system. Some (e.g. Twe-spraack) had also pointed l|
out that /ts/ was also the sound represented by ' z' in German, and it is beyond 
question that De Hubert was influenced by the German use of 's' for /z/ before 
vowels and / s/ before consonants, with 'z' used for /ts/. f
For the majority of Dutch spellers foreign usages were not of great relevance, I
p
or at best were merely worthy of interest in their similarities to and their j
divergences from Dutch usage. De Hubert however decided to take over the German i|
use of 'z' for /ts/ and also to use it for / s/ where any misnronunciation was 
possible, thus reserving 's' for / s/ and / z/: "De letter 'z' hebbe ik gebruiikt 
voor eene dubbele 'ss', geliik sommige Letter-kunst-schriivers in de Latiinse |j
tale, die daarvoor houden: De Hoog-duiitzen leeren ons, hoe wii die behooren
te gebruiken: so spellen sii 'zierlick' met 'z'. ende 'sieden' met 's'". 'Z' was ;
consequently used in such words as "zilbe, wenzen, menzen" to show prevocalic 
/s/, as well as in "zierlick, glanz, Zabbath" where it represented /ts/. This |
resulted in a complete reversal of the 'z-, -z-' system: where others used 'z-'
De Hubert used 's-', where others used '-z-' he used '-s-', and where others jj
' i
used 's-' he used 'z-', at least before vowels. Before consonants he preserved 
the 's' (e.g. "spellen, uytsprake") as also in "tsamen" as a contraction of i
"te-samen" with / tez-/, so that this 's' is not really anomalous.
Only four years later De Hubert was to find an ally in Ampzing: "Wat nu ;
VO ord8 de letter 'z' aenlangd, segge daer van, dat ik ze liever voor een soet- 
scherpe, dan doof-swaere letter soude konnen aennemen: ofschoon het tegen-gevoelen 
in onse verdorve uytspralce vrij wat voets schijnt te hebben, ende dapper begint 
sonder wettelijk oordeel aengenomen ende gevolgd te worden", - a timely reminder 
that the 'z-, -z-' system was still comparatively new, and was not felt to be 
intrinsically superior by all. For Ampzing then, like De Hubert, 's' was the 
correct letter for both / s/ and / z/, both before and between vowels and before 
consonants, in fact in all positions except in a few loan words such as "zieraad"
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where it represented /ts/, and some isolated cases where 'z' was used to identify i 
prevocalic /s/, as in "quanzuys, zedert", and his own name "Ampzing" (see p.19),
In "zedert" the 'z' may alternatively represent /ts/, as forms such as 
"tseedert" are not unknown, e.g. in Hooft*s Nederlandsche Historien 92.
Ampzing felt that international conformity in using 'z' for /ts/ (as in 
Greek, Latin, German, Italian), and historical tradition in using 's' for /s/and 
/z/ were of immense importance: "Dit komt hier ook noch by ten overvloed in 
bedenkinge, dat wy so bijster veel 'z' in onse tale sullen moeten ghebruyken, so 
het tegen-gevoelen vande ' z' stede grijpen sal”, niet alleen tegens onse gewoonte, 
maer ook tegens het gebruyk van alle andere spraken" (p.18). Earlier he had ji
asked, concerning such historical continuity, whether "de enkele letters in de 
eene tale niet anders als in andere, ofte ten minsten in alle, naer de oudste 
ende eygenste uytsprake, behoren te klinken?" (p.15). At first sight the system 
of De Hubert and Ampzing seems to be the same as the traditional *s-, -s-' system 
but it is marked off in its use of 'z' in those few words where it does appear, 
since "zee, zijn" and the other common 'z-' words now conform to the 's-' system, i; 
and ' z' is found only in loan words where it represents /ts/ or prevocalic / s/. |
This was not the reasoning behind the traditional system.
The system adopted by the Bible translators is still in line with tradition 
however : 's-, -s-' is used wherever possible, and differentiational spellings 
(see chap.19) are employed for "'zyn' esse, 'syn* suus". The words "zee, ziele"
(as so often) were granted the use of 'z', and "zitteren" was given the 
alternative "tsitteren". The latter suggests that they were not in favour of 
Be Hubert and Ampzing's use of 'z' for / ts/, as is borne out by their "zee, 
ziele" forms. Other 'z' forms apart from those which the translation panel 
specified in the "Resolutien" can be found, such as "Zaeyen, zaet", but 's-'
(sotte, seggen, sitten) is the normal system followed.
The use of this system in such an authoritative book was of great influence 
in prolonging the adherence of the general writing public to the traditional 
's-, -s-' (plus "zijn, ziele, zee") system. This can be seen in some of the 
writers mentioned above (such as Cats), who were writing about this time, and 
such later writers as De Swaen, Revins, De Decker. Others include Van de Vmine 
(zijnde), Stalpaert van der Wiele (gezin, zegt, zij (they)), although it is
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usually impossible to say whether it is the usage of the Bible or tradition
which causes adoption of this system in most cases.
Some exceptions to the 's-' rule were slightly different: in Rodriguez's 
dictionary of 1639-40 only "zaene, zee" and their compounds have 'z-', not even 
"zijn". Some banished 'z' altogether, such as Plemp and the anonymous annotater 
of the copy of Van Heule (l633 edition) in the Koninklijke Bibliotheek (see 1625 
Caron ed. p.xxi). Where Van Heule, describing assimilation, states that "Als 
een 'z' achter B, D, F, G, H, K, P, S, Ï, X, komt zo wort die als een 's' 
zachskens uytgesproken, want in plaetse van 'rad zeggen' zeggen wy 'rad seggen'", 
the annotater (the one using red ink) adds "ik sou soo seggen en schrijven".
These red-ink additions never use ' z' (unlike the black inlt) and show certain 
similarities in spelling and syllable division to Plemp's usage (Plemp is known 
to have owned and annotated a copy of the 1625 edition and of Van der Schuere - 
see Van Heule ed. Caron p.xxi and Van der Schuere ed. Zwaan p.xvi).
Binnart's dictionary of 1635 (largely influenced by Kilian) allowed the 
standard "zee, zijn" spellings, but "Zeel, zeem, zeep, zeer, ende andere woorden,
die somtnighe oock met Z. schryven, salmen vinden inde S" (as I am informed by
Rev. D J Wartluft of the LutheRan Theological Seminary, Philadelphia, which 
possesses the only copy located).
But by now the system recommended by most grammars since the Twe-spraack, 
involving the regular distinction of 's' and 'z' and the use of intervocalic 
'-z-', was becoming ever more common. Montanus used it in 1635 and lists (p.25) j
"sout" as a "vervoerde Stofmerking" for "zout",-"wanneBrder (letteren) zijn die r| 
in andere dan haer eerste beteikenis moeten geleezen worden", since here the 
's' represents /z/.
Probably of almost as great impact on the use of 's' and 'z' as the approval 
granted by the Bible translators to the 's-, -s-' system, was the decision by 
Vondel to regulate his spelling of these consonants. Until about 1639 (according 
to Holler) he had used 's' and 'z' almost indiscriminately, though with a marked 
liking for the "s^ -s-, zijn, ziele" system. But after this date he began to
I I
make a regular distinction between 's' and 'z', no doubt greatly influencing a
large number of writers.
Hexham's dictionary of 1647-48 and Kok 1649 make this same distinction, the
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latter probably influenced by the reprinted Twe-spraack of the same year whose 
usage he emulates in other ways (cf. chap.3). Others, such as Bontekoe (zee, 
zuyden, zeyl, zijn (verb)), Jan de Witt (zeyl, zee, ziele, zuydt, zy (they)), 
retained much of the old system, but these were by now becoming fewer in number.
A new variation of the *z-, -z-' system came to prominence around the mid 
17th century, though it was knwon long before (see Lambrecht's comments above).
It is used in the grammars of Van Attevelt and Van der Weyden, and involves the 
normal use of initial 'z-, s-', but prefers 's' to 'z' between vowels (the 1682 
Van Attevelt uses the normal system). As Van der Weyden puts it, intervocalic 
single 's' is always pronounced / z/ in the Dutch phonological system, and it is 
"deshalven onnodig datmen dese med 'z' schrijve" (there is nothing new in the 
concent of phonemic spelling!). It should not be expected,however, that he 
applied the distinction of the 's' and 'z' in initial position any more 
consistently than his contemporaries, it was just that he avoided intervocalic 
'-z-'.
Due to the general lack of consistency present in the spelling of most books 
of tills and later periods it is often impossible to tell whether the basic 'z-, 
-z-' system is being incorrectly applied, or an imperfect attempt being made to 
use the 'z-, -s-' system. Only when a grammarian makes an explicit statement 
such as that of Van der Weyden and some later writers, or when the usage is 
highly consistent, can certainty be assumed. It might be thought that this 
spelling could be influenced by the French system, where intervocalic 's' 
represents /z/, but there is no direct evidence of this, and it would be 
expected to find this usage more commonly in the South if it were so, and tliis is 
not the case.
The system of De Hubert and Ampzing was stil]. finding supporters in mid 
century. Amongst these was Leupenius, who has other similarities with De Hubert 
(see chap.17). The 'z' he regards as /ts/: "De laetste Letter is 'z', en heeft 
de kracht van twee meedeklinkeren 'ds', of 'ts': soo wordtse gebruikt in alle 
taalen... Doen dan deese Letter greet ongelyk, die de selve minder kracht toe 
schryven dan de 's', of immers sonder onderscheid voor de selve gebruiken". He
was well aware of the nature of the distribution of /s/ and /z/ in Dutch, saying
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of 's' "datse dan noch zomtyds scherper voor komt, dat is in eenige uitheemsche 
naamen, als oamuel, Simpson; of wanneerse van den bijstaanden Meedeklinker wat 
meer kracht ontfangt, als in 'menschen, Schande'". The 'z' he reserves for /ts/ 
as in "zieraady verzieren, ontzieren".
Majority opinion now favoured the 'z-, -z-' system, however. For example 
Van den Ende rejects the "ouder gewoonte ... 'Sulckx'" in favour of "Zulx", and 
uses 'z' in the normal way. Some southerners,such as Van Engelen, also followed 
this pattern, but many did not: Bolognino uses "sonder, selve, leser, sal, sijn, 
oversulcks, dese, swaer, set (zee, zeel)" etc., but rather inconsistently declares 
that "Qualyc schryftmen ooc met een 's' de worden di luyden met een 'z', ende de 
gene di luyden met een 's', met een 'z'". The rules he gives bear a striking 
resemblance to those given by De Heuiter: "Datmen de 's' meet schryven, darse 
luydt gelyc onse 'c ' ... In de sillabe 'se' oft 'ser', 'Gricse, segtse'". It must 
be borne in mind however, as mitigation of this inconsistency, that the sounds of 
"'s' en 'z' sijn in de eerste helft van de zeventiende eeuw nog niet onderscheiden, 
zoals thans het geval is; ze zijn waarschijnlijk nog niet gefixeerd" (Hellinga, 
writing in 'Kroniek van Kunst en Kultuur', VIII No.5). This may explain some of 
the variation in opinions, though tradition was often a strong influence, as is 
suggested by the continued use of 'z^  in the same few words (zee, ziel, zuyd,zijn)o
Other Southerners who used the traditional system include Binnart, whose 
1659 dictionary was less permissive than the first edition: he merely enters 
"Zijn ... zijnde" (differentiation forms), without even the cross-reference of the 
earlier edition (the later revision in 1719, 1744 has the normal spelling).
Bilius, though not discussing this particular spelling, uses only 's', in "sal, 
soo, wesen, sulcx, selve" etc.. 'Laconis...' too felt that 's' could, and should, 
represent / z/: "S semper leniter ut latine in 'casa' & passim in medio dictionis" 
giving the forms "dese, lasen, segghen" etc.. He does use the verb "zijn"however, 
which suggests possible influence from the Bible translators, as is also present 
in other aspects of his system.
Withthe acceptance of the 'z-, -z-' system by the most influential chamber 
of Rhetoric "Nil Volentibus Arduum" the trend was set for most future grammars.
The phonetic distinction between 'z'(now accepted as / z/) and 's' (now restricted
384.
to /s/) was felt to be preferable to the older system. Of possible influence 
here was the increasing number of loan words, introducing /s/ in un-Dutch 
positions, where, if the same letter were used for / s/ and / z/, possible 
mispronunciation could occur, and the realisation that a few Dutch words did not 
conform to the pattern. The most usually quoted word for this was "sullen", 
used to show that 's' was needed here to distinguish the word from "zullen". This 
was the argument of Pels (in 1677) for one; "Het bekende onderscheid in 's' en 
'z', neem ik mede in acht, welker verscheidene klank in het woord 'sullen', als 
het 'glyen' betekent, en 'zullen', het helpwoord, klaarlijk blykt". Followers 
of this system include Brune, Brandt, Dullaert, Luyken (the latter with frequent 
intervocalic '-s-', and also 'sw-', see below).
Conservative followers of the older system include Niervaert in 1676 (zijn 
(vb)), Pielat, Van Helderen's dictionary of 1675 (zijn (verb), zoo, zeer, zoon, 
ze zoet; sonder, suster, geset), La Grue 1684 ('zinlcer, zap. zolfer, zop, zim" 
only, - nb all have prevocalic / s/ and this may be a De Hubert system). But 
above all is Winschooten, who also mentions the varying dialect pronunciations:
"Een opregt Hollander gebruikt oover al een S, schoon de Seeuwen, en voor al de 
Friesen, doorgaans een Z gewoon sijn te gebruiken". He resents such intrusion on 
the general spelling practice: "Soo durven sij voor een stokreegel stellen, dat 
de Z gesteId meet werden, (soo niet voor alle) immers voor het meeste gedeelte 
van die woorden, die agter de Z een Klinker of Tweeklanlc kunnen hebben; als 'zijn, 
zoude': daar en teegen, dat de S geplaatst meet werden voor aan in woorden, waar 
agter gesteld werden andere Meedeklinkers; als 'sterk, smeer, snot'; maar (ons 
bedunkens) soo behoorde op sijn Hollands geen woord met een Z geschreeven te 
werden". For him too 'z' represented /ts/ "gelijk sulks gebeurd is in 'zomtijds' 
voor 'des' of 'd*sommige tijds', 'zoude' voor 'het soude'; 'zijn' voor 'het sijn'" 
The results of this theory are to be seen in his dictionary of the following year: 
"Voor al heeft het ons gelust (hoe wel met ongelooffelijken arbeid) de spelling 
van de Neederduitse Taal, op de hedendaagse en netste wijs te schaaven; hebbende 
ook veele woorden die in andere Dictionarien op de letter 'z' werden gevonden, 
gebragt op die van de letter ... 's'". Not a single word is listed under 'z', 
oven in the onomasticon (Seeland, Si/it ser land, Swol).
Some were not as brave as Winscooten, who is here really going against the
335.t h e  c o n t e m p o r a r y  t e n d e n c y .  Van H e l d e r e n  f e l t  t h a t  ' z '  w a s  u n n e c e s s a r y  i n  h i s  
s h o r t - h a n d  s y s t e m ;  " ' z '  h e b  i k  n i e t ,  i k  g e b r u i k  's' i n  p l a e t s " ,  b u t  i n  h i s  actual 
s p e l l i n g  h e  u s e s  t h e  n o w  m o r e  o r t h o d o x  f o r m s  " g e l e z e n ,  d e z e ,  z o e k t "  e t c . .  A n  
u p d a t i n g  o f  t h e  p r e f a t o r y  c o m m e n t  i n  M e l l . e m a ' s  d i c t i o n a r y  t o o k  p l a c e  i n  t h e  
r e v i s i o n  b y  T. L a  G r u e  i n  1682: " O o k  i s s e r  (1694 h a s  " i s ' e r " ) n o c h  lets d a a r  w e l  
o p  g e l e t  m e e t  w o r d e n ,  t e  w e t e n ,  d a t  v e e l e  w o o r d e n ,  z o  i n ' t  b e g i n ,  a l s  i n  't 
m i d d e n  g e s c h r e v e n  s t a a n  m e t  e e n  Z ,  d i e  v a n  v e e l  anderen geschreven w o r d e n  m e t  e e n
S ,  g e l i j k  ' z i e n '  v o o r  ' s i e n ' . . . " .  A  g r e a t  many cross-references a r e  i n t r o d u c e d
i n c l u d i n g  t h e  s l i g h t l y  contradictory " S i e n  s i et Z i e n " .
One of the decisive factors ih the acceptance of the differentiation of 's' 
and 'z' was its recommendation in the three standard grammars of the 18th century: 
those of Sewel, Hyloë and Moonen. Sewel, the earliest in 1691, felt that "'s' in 
plaets van 'z' te gebruyken, komt my zeer ongerymd vooren, zynde 't verschil dier 
letteren niet minder, als dat van B & P, of F & V, gelijk gehoord kan worden in 
dit zeggen, 'van dit gladde steylte afgaande Zullen wy ligtelyk Sullen'; Dies 
spel ik 'Sabel, servet, siroop, suyker' doch niet 'Semel, segen, sout', 'twelk 
met de Friesche uytspraak overeenkomt". Despite the authority Sewel acquired in 
his later grammar, these comments in his dictionary did not have immediate effect.
Hilarides's Phaedrus translation of 1695 has an individual system, where only 
's' in used initially (sijn, seggen, sejt, sow, soo, sonder), but 'z' is used
between vowels (deeze, wyze, onze, weezen, vreeze, beezigh, duizend). This
system is unusual applied so consistently. His "Niewe Taalgronden" of 1705 
follows the normal pattern for 's' and 'z'.
Duikerius's"Schouburgh" has the same system as Sewel, though his "Voorbeeld- 
zels" differs occasionally. Kuyper (zijn). Van Yk (-), Pars (-), Rusting (zijn, 
zo), Van Geesdalle (several 'z-, -z-'), all used the older 's-, -s-' system with 
the consistent exception of the words indicated. Rusting even excludes 'z' from 
his poem "Gulden ABC", rejecting first 'x' and 'y' and concluding: "Al was er 
Zeta by. Wat leyt ons aan die drie? / Wy kunnen evenwel wel schryven sonder die". 
The 'z-, -z-' system was later adopted by the "Grammaire plus exacte" of 1701,
Van Hoogstraten in his gender list, Van Alkemade, and the Van Hoogstraten/Hannot 
dictionary of 1704, which comments that "Voor wat nieus ook zal hier aengezien 
worden, dat woorden by anderen, ook by Kiliaen, met een 'S' beginnende, nu met
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een 'Z' worden geschreven; een wyze van spellen by my ten hoogsten goedt gekeurt, 
te meer omdat het onderscheit van klank tussen de 'S' en 'Z' tegenwoordig van de 
meesten aengemerkt en in acht genomen wert. De beste Schryvers van onzen tydt 
keuren het geluit der 'S' scherp, en dat vande 'Z ' zacht". The comment is Van 
Hoogstraten's (echoed in his list), but the spelling of the dictionary was 
formulated by Hannot before Van Hoogstraten took over the editorship. It is 
interesting that both Sewel and Van Hoogstraten thinlc this system, first defended 
over a century ear her was something new.
That the question was still living and somewhat controversial can be seen 
from a report given by Sewel of a discussion he recently had (reported in the 
introduction to the Boekzaal, 1704): "Deeze liefde tot de Letterkunde doet my 
denken aan een mondeling gesprek, onlangs gehouden met eenige voornaame 
Liefhebbers onzer Hollandsche taale, waarin wy onder ander ook van de spelling 
spreekende, op het verschil quamen dat'er is tusschen de 'S' en de 'Z'. Ik gaf 
toen myn gevoelen daar entrent te verstaen; en dewyl 't eene zaak van een 
algemeen belang voor 't Staatendom der Letteren is, acht ik het niet ondienstig, 
op 't papier te stellen 't gene ik daar zeyde, 't we11c hierop uytquam: Dat de 
sissende uytspraak tot de 'S', en de platte tot de 'Z' behoorde". That other 
languages used 'z' and 's' differently he felt to be irrelevant, a point which 
he enlarged upon by the insertion of an extra comment in his 1708 (and later) 
dictionary. It is a pity that he did not also enlarge upon the participants in 
the conversation and their respective views, though it is attractive to thinic 
that "voornaame Liefhebber" may be an allusion to the psuudonym used by Nyloe: 
only a few months before.
Moonen agrees with Sewel and Nyloe on the use of 'z' in "zee, zoon, zon",
"by den gemelden Spiegel en zyne kunstgenooten weder ingevoert, en sedert dien 
tyt van de treflykste Nedersuitsche schryvers gevolgt" (something of an 
exaggeration). And this was now the accepted standard view of almost all 
grammars and most writers.
One of the last defenders of the 's-, -s-' system was Verwer, who was very
much under the influence of the Latin spelling system. In fact the only actual
comment on usage in the section entitled "Orthographia" in his "Idea" concerns 
'z'; I z* nobis plane potest rejici; ut fit La tints" - the letter could
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be completely rejected. 'S' was to be used for both sounds: "Ratio erat, quod, 
re ultro loquente, distinctio non est necessaria. narri Hollandis est pro firma, 
imo innata régula; ubi sonus sibilans liquescit cum subséquente vocali, turn 
semper lenem: ut, in 'sale, seker, sout, silver, suiver', item 'swijgen, swaer», 
(quasi 'suwijgen, suwaer'. Ita enim & scribebant majores). Contra, ubi sonus 
idem liquescit cum consonants seu antecedents seu sequente, turn semper asperum: 
ut 'verdigtsel, begintsel, maektsel, tsamen, tsedert, menschen'" (p.63). He too 
recognises the lack of phonemic opposition between the two sounds, and expressly 
states that his use of 'z' for the differentiation of "zyn" and "syn" is not 
caused by a desire to use 'z' for / z/ (see chap.19). He makes this distinction, 
he says, on the example of earlier writers, amongst whom he names Hugo de Groot.
A few followd the same tradition as he (there is no evidence of direct 
influence), including M.S. (1711), and Ludolf Smids in his "Schatkamer" of the 
same year. The latter, refuting the arguments of Sewel and Pels (the latter 
reprinted in 1707), iTrites: "Ondertussen is de 'Z'... niet een Grieksse letter? 
bestaat haar kracht niet in de letteren 'TS'? Sou ik, in het Latyn niet 'miser' 
(elendigh) maar 'mizer' moeten schryven? gebruikt de Nederlander dan deese 
letter anders als de Grieken of Latynen? maar met wat recht? om 'sullen' (glyen) 
van 'zullen' (helpwoord) te onderscheyden? Doch dit geschil sal ik noch niemand 
ooit beslissen; en daarom sou ik, sonder een koorts op de hals te halen, durven 
schryven: 'See Seeland' &c. gelyk ook 'Suiden, .Sutfen' &c.overal bykans in dit 
werkjen is geset". That he is not quite as incensed as his words woiid suggest 
is showmvby his closing sentence: "Maar laat ons hier van afstappen, niemand 
moeylyk maaken, en, met noch eenige weinige saaken te verhandelen, de Griekse 
Zeta tot onse woorden overbrengen", Hq ig forced to yield to the weight of 
common usage. But his comment does show that the issue was far from dead, a 
feeling that is borne out by the extensive discussion on the use of 's' and 'z' 
in the introduction to the earlier editions of Halma's dictionary (e.g. 1719).
iSmids's submission to the system which only just over a decade earlier Sewel 
had described as a "nieuwe spelling" and Van Hoogstraten as "wat nieus", is a 
sign of the times. From early in the century onv/ards, greatly influenced by the 
agreement of Sewel, Nyloe and Moonen, the 'z-, -z-' system was used almost
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exclusively. Kramer, Halcvoortl, Heugelenburg, jewel's revision of La Grue, ,.i
Tuimian, Ten Kate, Huydecoper and almost all subsequent Northern grammars use, *
and sometimes defend, the standard system. For example Heugelenburg (whose poetry 
of 1632 had used the same system as Winschooten) writes that "Gelijk met veele 
reeds aangetoonde Letteren, zoo is ook omirent het zetten van een Z, in plaats van 
de S, meede zeer groote verandering doorgedrongen, want nog voor weinig Jaaren, 
wierd (zelvs bij schi'andere Verstandigen) overal een S. geschreeven, zonder 
onderscheid, zo wel voor Heel, Halv, als Medeklinkers, en de Z. genoegzaam als 
balling weg geworpen". The present system he describes as 'z' before vowels, and 
's' before consonants and semivowels, "dog ook niet altijd" (- to allow for loan 
words, "sullen", "sorns" etc.). Writers too adopted this system; amongst whom 
can be named Van der Schelling, Rotgans, Foot, Langendijk, .3chermer.
In the South opinion differed. E.G.P. and Steven both support the Northern 
system, the former writing that "De 'Z' heeft sedert korte jaren ten opsigte van
J
haer oude gebiedt seer verovert; en de 'S' uyt een seer groot deel van hare J j
landeryen gerechtelyk uytgezet", which tendency he supports in theory, though
apparently without the backing of the printer (sy, sijn, suyvere, seer, selfde); ;
and Steven, quoting as his authority Keijer, Halma and Marin, though he too uses
's' in "sy, syn (pronoun), sich". Bincken, Verpoorten, Des Roches and the 
"Snoeijmes" and later Southern works agreed with these, but Pomey's dictionary, 
up to the 1753 edition^ used 's', after which "'t meest der Woorden, die by veele 
met een 's' geschreven worden, alhier met de 'z' (zyh) gespeld, om de zachtheyd 
te vinden in de 'z', en de scherpte in de 's', als 'Zand' van de zee, 'Sant' of 
Heylig". He hints at the continued use of 's' by others, and amongst such were 
the Ursulines vocabulary of 1738, the "Grammaire pour apprendre..." of 1757, and 
the conservative "Aerschot" booklet of 1766.
Even in the North the accepted system did not go entirely unopposed. The
'z-, -8-' system mentioned by Van der Weyden,and Iciown since long before, was
still in use in 1716 by De Vin, but not until 1769 did it once more receive the
backing of a grammar. In that year Zeydelaar v/rote that "Ik (ben) van gedagte ...
dat de 's' tusschen twe Vocalen, zagt klinlct, en daardm ook gevoeg'lijk
daartusschen mag geschreven worden". In his grammar of 1781 he still uses "'s' 
tusschen twee Vocaalen", thbugh he admits that opposition and criticism had caused
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him to think deeply about it since his "Spelkonst" first aopeared.
One writer who had the same usage as Zeydelaar in this reqsect, though of 
earlier date, was Onno van Haren, For example one of the ways in which he 
"zondig(t),.. telkens tegen de conventionele vormen in grammatica (en) spelling" 
(De Vooys, "Schets" p.60) was just this usage of "deese, bewysen, leesen,vreesen, 
trouweloose", alongside "zien, zelve, wederzyds, Zuiderzee, zoekt" etc.. As 
this system is quite rigorously applied (allowing for differentiation forms such 
as "syn, sy")it cannot be called a shortcoming. The last appearance of this 
system was in 1799 in the grammar of Schwiers, but as he is merely copying 
Zeydelaar's usage, this does not prove any continued application of the system.
The use of 's' instead of 'z' was still not extinct: apart from consistent 
users of this now out of date system such as Overschie (1735), the"Inleyding" of 
1785 still admits that 'z' "word by onlcundige zonder onderscheyd met de 's' 
gebruykt" (Van der Palm often has 's' in "selve" and other words alongside the 
more regular forms), and Wester in 1797 felt that "wat meer oplettendheid" was 
called for on the part of some users.
But after Zeydelaar (apart from Schwiers) no grammar in the North was to 
advocate any other than the Sewel/Wyloe/^Ioonen system. And in the South all 
since the "Grammaire pour apprendre..." of 1757 had adopted the same usage. Then 
in the early yeai's of the 19th century a new ultra-puristic spelling school arose, 
beginning with Van Daele. These regarded the letter 'z' as an abominable import 
via French from Greek (where it represented /ts/), with no rightful place in any 
Dutch/Flemish spelling system. In support of this they called on the Middle 
Dutch spellings, where only 's' was used. The systems of the various defenders 
of this resurrected spelling differ somewhat in detail, but ai'e united in 
opposing the use of the letter 'z'.
Van Daele was the most radical, proposing 's' for / z/ and preconsonantal / s/, 
and 'ss' for intervocalic and prevocalic / s/: "STÉVENS héft sekerlyk dienst 
gedaen aen de Tael, maer ik prys hem daer in niet, dat hy, gelyk vile andere, op 
lossen grond segt, dat de boek-staef 'Z' zacht is, en 'S' hard; het tegendeel 
gaet vast en sonneklaer" (Tydverdryf No.21, p.lO). He considers the possibility 
of using 'z' for / s/, but "besluit: dat de harde scIruyffelinge door 'z' ofte 'ss' 
^oet uytgeprint worden. ... Is 'çyske' een vlaemsch woord, ik sal 'ssyske'
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schryven, is 'çieraed' een vlaemsch woord, ik sal 'ssieraed' schryven; valt dat 
buyten de gewonte der oogen, ten minsten het stryd niet tégen geen régels" (loc. 
cit. 23, 9). Van Daele*s defence that 'z* was Greek /ts/ and could therefore not 
be used for /z/ was condemned for inconsistency by De Sirnpel (p.26): "Indien dit 
een voldoend reden is,... zoo behoort de Grieksche 'y* als 'u* te klinken, dewijl 
zij bij de Grieken aldus luidde". Even the later continuers of Van Daeld s system 
found some aspects too radical, primarily the use of initial *ss-* for prevocalic 
/ s/, although Van Daele was here drw-Jing the reasonable analogy with the use of 
double *88* in "danssen, perssen" where it served the same purpose. It was 
felt that this was too great a departure from existing usage, as he anticipated.
De Neckere, the next of these few, in 1815, repeated that "De enkele * s' is 
dan oorspronkelyk en uytter aerd voor sagt t'aensien, ende en kan niet dan by 
willekeur hard gemaekt worden. ... Dit ailes overmerkt, wy gelooven noodsaekelyk 
voor het welsyn onser tael van ons te houden aen de oorspronkelyke sagte 's', en 
voor regel te aenvéerden, wilt men in 't midden van een woord eene 's' hebben, 
dat men de selve meet verdobbelen", as was also necessary after voiced consonants 
such as in "Hulssel, Vylssel, Grimssel, Vormssel" (see also below). He preferred 
to introduce an accent onto the 's' to show initial / s/ rather than use Van 
Daele's cumbersome 'ss-'; "ons dunkt dat het gebruykelyker voor het spellen 
ware indien men aen de 'S' een andere vorme konde geven, of liever eenig teeken 
bysstten (by voorbeeld een cedeken ...) waer by men sulke 'S' van de gemeene 
ofte sagte 'S' sou mogen onderscheyden" (p.6$ff).
Nothing more is heard of such suggestions until 1844 when Van den Hoven 
published his Projét. He will have nothing in Dutch of the foreign "'z'français, 
importé par les Hollandais, et tout aussi étranger que l'y à 1'orthographe du 
moyen age. ... Rien ne serait plus facile pour les Flamands que d'en revenir à 
l'usage de l's. Nos anciens bourgeois s'en servent encore; et parmi ceux qui 
ont fait leur éducation après 1815, il n'en est pas dix qui ne lisent aussi 
facilement 'syne suster' p.ex. que 'zyne zuster'. Jamais en effet l'envoi de 
l's ne pourrait occasioner un double sens ou un sens contraire, car il n'exist 
pas un seul cas dans l'orthographe actuelle où le 'z' serve à différencier un 
mot. Il indique simplement l's doux". There is more than a trace of anti-
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Holland sentiment here, typical of the times of the Belgian spelling war. His 
answer, reminiscent of De Neckere’s wish for "een andere vorme" for 's', in the 
problem of distinguishing prevocalic /s/ and /z/ was to use the obsolescent 
long J" for / z/, and the ordinary 's' for / s/ (see chap.12),
A contemporay supporter of such moves was the editor of "De Broederhand" 
J.V/.Wolf. In defence of this system, which he applied in the periodical, he 
m'ites that "De fransche ' z' hebben wy opgegeven en daaiTjroor de germaansche 's' 
weder aangenomen... By Cats, by Zevecote, by al onse oude schrijvers is er toch 
immers geene 'z' te vinden. ... Met het aannemen van de 'z' om de sachte 's' 
uittedrukken hebben wy een aantal nederduytsche woorden voor de andere germaansche 
voUceren enverstaanbaar gemaakt". He ignores the differentiational use of 'z' in 
"zijn" which is certainly present in Cats, who, incidentally, was cited by 
Verpoorten as a model for the use of the 'z-, -z-' system I Here it is Wolf who 
is in the right, judging by the early editions of Cats.
Opposition to this system came even from Van den Hoven's fellow pan-germanist 
Dautzenburg, who only deviated from contemporary spelling in his use of '-lik' 
for '-lijk' and "du* for "gij", similarly quoting the usage of Zevecote and Gats 
in its defence (introduction to "Gedichten" 1850). Wolf was also criticised by 
many for his somewhat gallophobic and atavistic (in the strict and non-derogatory 
sense) spelling, including an exchange of pamphlets with Dr. J. Nolet de Brauwere 
van Steeland, and he seems to have exercised no lasting influence on Southern 
spelling practices. Apart from the four exceptions just mentioned (Van Daele,
De Neckere, Van den Hoven, Wolf), abided by the Northern 'z-, -z-' system.
The use of '-sz-'
One of the consequences of certain theories governing the use of 's' and 'z' 
was the use of intervocalic '-sz-', though it has never been explained or defended 
by any of its users, who, moreover, have very little in common other than this in 
their use of the two letters.
The earliest example in a grammar is in Lambrecht, when describing the sound 
of 'zD, who wTites "zeet, al huszende ende horzelende., A little later in the 
"Voorreden" attrihüted to Goornhert can be found "huysz, Icruyszwegen", which is 
clearly influenced by German usage; this is probably the source of this spelling,
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though Lambrecht (unlike the "Voorreden"- see chap.17) shows no other signs of 
influence from this quarter. It is probable that, ultimately of German origin, 
the form was traditional, whilst remaining infrequent. The use of 's' and 'z' 
in other positions in Lambrecht and the "Voorreden" is quite different, as the 
latter hai’dly ever uses 'z'.
The next noted users of '-sz-' have yet another system for 's' and 'zf, 
namely De Hubert and Ampzing. De Hubert irrites that he uses 'z'"voor eene 
dubbele ss", by which he means the sound /s/, not the normal 'ss' spelling. His 
use of 'z' for nrevocalic /s/ explains the presence of the 'z' in '-sz-', but 
not the presence of the 's'; one would expect '-zz-'. Nor is it that he has any 
objection to using 'z' at the end of a syllable since he uses "menz, wenz, ganz" 
to show the presence of / s/ (see chap.13). It may be that he disliked the idea 
of doubling what he regarded as a double letter (/ts/). Whatever his reasons, 
he uses the form in such words as "tuszen, uijtv/iszinge". Ampzing is equally 
reticent on his motivation for this form, which along with others he adopts from 
De Hubert. Again the use of 'z' for prevocalic / s/ explains the presence of the 
'z' in "kusze, paszen, kennisze, gewiszelijk".
No doubt this usage continued to be fairly common; it can be found in the 
works of Jan Zoet ("kuszen, spaansze, Roomsze" in "Digtwerkken" p.297, 306), 
though after consonants he uses '-ss-' ("danssen, verssen") except in the suffix 
'-sze' (= '-.sche'). Another user was Duikerius ih his "Voorbeeldzels", with 
"leszen, losze, oszen, onsteltnisze" (p.6, 451, 593, 596). Even in the next 
century Janssens uses "verwiszelt" asiate as 1775, so the forms must have had 
some currency throughout this period. He does not defend the usage.
The occurrence of "grenszen" in Smits (p.79, see the quotation given in 
chap.17) is not normal for him, and must be a misprint; cf. "lanssen, slenssen" 
on the same page. The word would, moreover, have / z/ rather than / s/ and has 
no need of any doubling, so that the entry is doubly puzzling if intentional.
Of all the instances noted, only De Hubert and Ampzing have the rest of their 
' s/z' system in common. Duikerius has 'tz' in common with Zoet (see below), and 
Duikerius and Janssens share 'z' in '-zel' (see below). Little explanation can 
be found for this spelling amongst so varied users except for tradition. Only 
He Hubert and Ampzing have any justification for the presence of a
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T h e  u s e  o f  ' z* b e f o r e  c o n s o n a n t s
In the De Hubert system 'z' was used for prevocalic /s/, but 's' was used 
before consonants. However, other users decided to make the system more rigorous 
and to use 'z' wherever / s/ was heard. It is not Imown exactly when this habit 
arose or died out, and no examples are recoded by Obreen & Van Loey or Hoebeke. 
This usage is first mentioned by several grammarians just after the end of the 
17th century, though the system itself is much older (see below). It must not 
be thought that the mentioning of this usage by a particular grammar implies a 
contemporary use, though in the absence of textual examples this should not be 
ruled out.
T h e  f i r s t  c o m m e n t  c o m e s  f r o m  N y l o e ,  t h o u g h  h e  d o e s  n o t  a c t u a l l y  c l a i m  t o  h a v e  
s e e n  t h e  s p e l l i n g s :  "De '  z '  i s  b y  o n s  z agter v a n  g e l u i t  d a n  d e  ' s '  . . .  sc'iiryft m e n  
' z t e r k ,  z t r y k ,  z u i k e r ,  z t a a n '  m e t  e e n  ' z ' .  z o  i s  d e  u i t s p r a a k  v e e l  t e  z a g t " ( p . 4 3  
s e c o n d  e d i t i o n ) .  H a n n o t ' s  d i c t i o n a r y  ( 1 7 0 4 ) ,  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h o s e  w h o  u s e  " s o m v / y l e  
d e  Z v o o r  d e  S e n  d e  S v o o r  d e  Z z o n d e r  e e n i g  o n d e r s c h e i t "  m a y  p o s s i b l y  h a v e  s e e n  
f o r m s  w i t h  p r e c o n s o n a n t a l  ' z ' ,  o r  h e  m a y  s i m p l y  b e  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  ' z '  
i n  l o a n  w o r d s  f o r  / s / .
The first record of the actual existence of these spellings is given by 
Moonen: "Van de Medeklinkeren ontfangt de Z om haere zoetheit geanen achter zich, 
dan alleen de ¥,... Weshalve zy ten hoogsten quae lyk schryven, die, haer met de 
scherpe S gelyk stellende, bestaen hebben te spellen 'Zlaen, Znel' en (het geen 
wy onder de misslagen der ouden rekenen) 'zmyrna, zmaragdus’". The latter have 
some etymological foundation for their 'z' but the others, being native Dutch 
words, do not.
In 1722 Tuinman considered the forms to be of considerable antiquity: "De 
ouden, byzonder de Vlamingen, gebruikten de 's' en 'z' onverschillig ... en 
speldden daar om het zelve woord dan met de eene, dan met de andere lettere, 
b.v. 'zee', en 'see', 'ziel' en 'siel'. Ja zy stelden ook wel somtyds een 'z' 
voor een consonant, en schreven 'znee', voor 'snee', 'znoode' voor 'snoode', 
'znaeren' voor 'snaeren'. Dus 'zmelts, alstu zmelts', als gy smelt, 'Zmaken', 
'Men zal gezmaken ter zoberheit'"(No.140). He does not give references to his 
sources, but such words are to be found in the Middle Dutch dictionary of Verwijs 
and Verdam, in the letter 'S' column 1: "Zlaen, zlouch, gezlegen, zlach, zlavine,
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verzmaet, zmiden", all in Conchy, "znaren" in the Boecius translation, and 
others. There may be a connection between these and such Middle Dutch spellings 
as "zecretaris, zezar, zent" {= saint) given by Hoebeke,
In 1769 Van der Palm declares himself opposed to "Zlaen, Zmaedt, Znaer", and 
in the "Vervolg" to his graiamar in 1772 Zeydelaar refers to the normal use of 
preconsonantal 's', "waarvoor de Vlamingen durvden schrijven 'zlab, znap, zmak, 
zpat, znee, znaai’en, zmaalcen'". As he refers to Tuinmans' s comment he may have 
got the inspiration from him, though the examples are different.
Of all these comments, only Moonen suggests that he has seenthe forms in 
contemporary writings, though even his statement is ambiguous: he only specifies 
loan words amongst "de misslagen der ouden", but uses a past tense ("bestaen 
hebben") for the other words.
T h e  s p e l l i n g s  ' s w - '  a n d  ' z v 7 - '
When the consistent use of 's' and ' z' was first recommended in a grammar as 
's' before consonants and 'z' before vowels, there was sometimes hesitation 
about which letter should precede the semivowel 'w' (it may also be significant 
that almost all the examples of preconsonantal 'z' mentioned above are found 
before liquids and nasals). For some the 'w', possibly due to its frequent 
written form 'uu' and its name "dobbeld'uwe" (see chap.19), was felt to be 
classable amongst the vowels and consequently be preceded by 'z' (Lambrecht has 
only 'zw-' spellings in his dictionary); for others 'w' was felt to be a 
consonant precedable only by 's'. An example of the latter is Sexagius, for, as 
mentioned above, he makes a consistent distinction between "si\7aer" and "zuaar, 
zuac, zuelgen, zuellen, zugren, zuert, zui§rt"(cf. zuct, zuur). Here the case 
is clearly one of having no choice but to use 'z' before a vowel, yet feeling 
free to use 's' before 'w'. In this he may well have influenced D e  Heuiter, for 
the latter gives as his third rule for the use of 's' that it should always be 
employed before consonants including 'w': "swigen, swaer".
The Twe-spraack, though not discussing the alternatives, uses 'zw-', e.g. in 
the verb lists (p.52): "zwygh, zwem, zwerf". This usage, although constituting 
an exception to the rule of preconsonantal 's' and prevocalic 'z' has the support 
of the actual pronunciation and was consequently adopted by most subsequent
395.
granirnai'S. Van der Schuere v/rote that "De ’z’ is bequaem, om te gebruyken voor 
de klynk-Letteren ende 'w '". Thus although he accepts 'w' as a consonant he uses 
it as a vowel in this respect. Van der 3chuere was in turn responsible for 
Dafforne's acceptance of the 'zw-' rule. All users of the 's-, -s-’ system, as 
also users of De Hubert's system, would automatically not use 'zw-'.
Some written works still used the 'sw-' alongside prevocalic 'z', though this 
usage was already dying out in the early decades of the 17th century. The two 
editions of Van Santen's plays show the change from 'sw-' to 'zw-' somewhat more 
consistently than that from 's-' to 'z-' before vowels.
One exception is Van Heule, who prefers the 'sw-' forms, as seen in "swaere" 
(p.2) and the consistent 'sw-' spellings in the gender list (1625, p.133). The 
1633 edition has the same usage, again without comment by way of defence. But 
two of the grammars heavily indebted to Van Heule do comment; Hillenius (I664) 
writes that "for S they do write Z; when S preceeds W : or a vowel" (p.5), and 
Richardson (l677) knows of "the letter Z being commonly put for S, especially 
when W or a vowel followeth" (p.,4). Richardson may have copied Hillenius, or 
both may have copied Dafforne. Although Dafforne is known to have influenced 
Hexhan, the latter, together with Beyer (two more grammars greatly indebted to 
Van Heule), did not mention or discuss this usage, and both employ Van Heule's 
'sw-', although Hexham's dictionary has the solitary entry "Zweep".
These 'sw-' forms are exceptional in grammars however, and the normal usage 
is 'zw-'. Usage in printed books is not so consistent, and Luyken for example 
often uses 'sw-'. As he also often uses prevocalic 's-' this is inconclusive, 
and the same holds for a great many writers. Southern usage, with its greater 
use of prevocalic 's-', has a greater use also of 'sw-', and occasional forms 
slip into otherwise consistent 'z-' books, such as "swaere" in Janssens (1775).
Apart from Van Heule, the use of 'z' before 'w' proceeds along the same 
path as prevocalic 'z', and even Van Heule does not discuss his usage, though 
it is not indefensible. The main cause of the variation is the conflict 
between the sound,- / z/ before vowels and /w/, (not befoe /l/),- and the 
straightforward rule giving preconsonantal 's' and prevocalic 'z'.
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The use _qf _ ' _and 7 % Abe _siiff ixes ' -zel ' and '-zaam'
For the most part the suffixes adopted 's' or 'z' according to the normal
prevocalic usage of the writer/grammar in question. This is not always so with 
the suffix '-sel' however. For over two centuries usage in this suffix wavered 
between '-sel' and '-zel', often regardless of the usage in other positions.
Other things being equal it would not normally be expected that users of the 
s'-everywhere" system would use '-zel', and this is on the whole true, though
the followers of De Hubert's system would use 'z' in this position to identify
the prevocalic /s/. Conversely users of the "prevocalic 'z-'" system often used
'-sel' for the same reason. It is the pronunciation with /s/ (due to the
historical form '-sla'), which caused this variation in the rule, since some 
users based their spelling on the pronunciation ('-sel') others on the overall 
rule ('-zel'). As tradition played a large role, the use of J-zel' or '-sel' is
no guide to the pronunciation used by the user of that spelling.
Lambrecht uses the normal '-sel' forms, despite the prevocalic 'z-' rules, 
but as early as 1568 Coornhert's Voorreden uses "oversetzels" (three times on 
p.l6 of the Ts. edition), despite normally avoiding 'z'. Van der Schuere uses 
"begintzelen, voorzetzel, maekzel" (cf."beginsel" p.51), Dafforne has "steunsel", 
and De Hubert has both "deckzel" (p.13) and "decksel" (p.19). With Van Heule 
we get a hint at one of the reasons for the variation in usage: on page 18 he 
derives the following - "Bereytsel van Bereyden,... Schijnzel ... van Schijnen". 
Here '-sel' is fouhd after an unvoiced, and '-zel' after a voiced consonant.
This assimilation spelling contrasts with Van der Schuere's regular '-zel' 
(assuming "beginsel" to be a misprint).
There are therefore three main streams: those who spell '-sel' on all 
occasions, those who spell '-zel' on all occasions, and those who use the 
Assimilation spellings. Paucity of examples often makes it difficult to classify 
a particular writer's usage. The motivation of the first two regularly used 
forms is that the same form should be preserved for the suffix without regard to 
incidental assimilation features. The force of this feeling was recognised by 
Van Attevelt and Van der Weyden, both of whom, while allowing "strax, grotelix" 
etc., oppose "maxel, haxel, dexel" firstly because of the disappearance of the 
root 'k', and secondly because the 's-' of the suffix was equally hidden. That.
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the luitter is really of somewhat more weight for them is shown by their allowance 
of "paxken" where the 'k' of "pak" allowed to disappear.
Regular users of prevocalic 'z-' on the whole equally regularly used '-zel' 
in the 17th century: Brune (afdrukzel, raadzels, voorwoorpzelen), Dullaert 
(steunzel, teelzel), Rintjus (voedzel, queekzel), Dubbels (schijnzel), Luyken 
(schepzel), and Duikerius (maakzel, schynzel, in his Voorbeeldzels (sic)), can be 
counted amongst these, though from the examples located in Dullaert and Dubbels 
they could equally well be assimilation spellers. Regular users of prevocalic 
's-', such as Leupenius and Winschooten, and irregular users such as Kuyper, use 
'-sel', which can represent /sel/ just as well as / zel/. Those who only use ^zel' 
no doubt also varied their pronunciation according to the preceding consonat. At 
this stage it is uncoimnon to find regular users of prevocalic 'z-' using '-sel'.
The sane three systems continued in use in the next century. Van Geesdalle, 
whose prevocalic usage varies, has "beletzel", De Vin, a little more regular, has 
"raadsels" alongside "Raadzelen", and Heugelenburg follows the assimilation 
spelling with "afdrukséls" alongside "beginzel". A similar assimilation spelling 
is very frequently found for the enclitic pronoun '-se'. This is often spelt 
'-se' after unvoiced, and '-ze' after voiced consonants, as explained by Ampzing 
(p.18), and as used for example by Hilarides, with "datse, dienze, daarze, 
schoonze".
A minor variant arises in the grammar of Verwer. He prefers the spelling 
'-tsel' for "euphonia" (p.28 & 63) in "begintsel, bedingtsel, verdigtsel, 
maektsel". He possibly only uses the spelling 'ts' to show that 's' did not 
represent prevocalic / z/ (see above), since he did not use the letter 'z' except 
in "Zijn verbi". The 't' in Van der Schuere's "begintzel" does not have the 
same function, but is orobably on a par with such a spelling as "kompt".
After the early years of the 18th century the assimilation spelling faded out 
and two main streams emerge: the users of prevocalic 'z-' who use '-zel', and the 
users of prevocalic 'z-' who use '-sel'. Such 's-' spellers as were still active 
(such as Overschie) naturally used '-sel', but their low numbers malce it largely 
irrelevant to call then an 18th century stream, at least as far as the North is 
concerned. Among the first-mentioned class, those who malce the suffix conform to 
their other prevocalic spellings, are Raima, the Sewel revision of La Grue, the
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"Kunst" grammar, Holtrop, Schwiers and Chalmot. Kramer, although using mainly 
'-zel' (p.l/,.: "Neutra sind Aanlokzel, Beginzel, Beletzel, Borduurzel") still 
regards '-sel' as permissible; "Die hochdeutsche Endsylbe '-sal', ist '-zel' oder 
'-sel', als:... 'Laafzel, Schikzel'". For most of those mentioned the force of 
the entity of the suffix (as also for '-zaam') was of more weight than incidental 
phonetic considerations. Given a choice of the two forms to spell the "vaste 
uitgangen" (Holtrop), they felt it preferable to bring conformity with other 
prevocalic spellings. This, for some, extended to "blikzem" (e.g. Holtrop and 
Schwiers), though most felt that 'ks' should be used as a replacement of 'x'.
The only difference of opinion now was whether the primary form of the suffix 
should indeed conform to other prevocalic spellings, or whether pronunciation 
(and etymology) should override other considerations. Those just mentioned 
preferred the former theory, but Huydecoper and Wagenaar, two very influential 
spellers, and also Zeydelaar, Ballieu and most others, preferred '-sel': "men 
moet die woorden met 'sel' niet met 'zel' eindigen" (Zeydelaar p.254). This is 
one of the rare occasions on which Schwiers differs from Zeydelaar, using '-zel'.
S o m e  u s e r s  a r e  i r r e g u l a r :  J a n s s e n s  h a s  " u i t s p a n z e l ,  d e k z e l " ,  b u t  a l s o  
" h e m e l w e l f s e l " ,  a n d  H a s e n d o n c k ,  w r i t i n g  a f t e r  S i e g e n b e e k ' s  d e c i s i o n  i n  f a v o u r  o f  
' - s e l ' ,  s t i l l  f a i l s  t o  r e c o n c i l e  h i s  r e g u l a r  u s e  o f  ' - z e l '  i n  " u i t w e r k z e l s ,  
a f b e e l d z e l s ,  s c h e p z e l ,  u i t t r e k z e l s ,  o v e r b l i j f z e l "  w i t h  h i s  c o m m e n t  o n  p a g e  3 8  
t h a t  " N o u n s  e n d i n g  i n  ' s e l '  ( a r e  n e u t e r )  a s :  d r u k s e l ,  a a n l o k s e l ,  s c h e p s e l " .  T h e  
s a m e  u s a g e  i s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  b o t h  e d i t i o n s .  T h i s  i s  p r o b a b l y  a  q u i t e  c o m m o n  
S o u t h e r n  v a r i a n t ,  s i n c e  D e  S i m p e l  a l s o  r e f e r s  t o  i t :  " ' a f b e e l d s e l ' ,  b i j  d e  
V l a m .  n o g  d i k w i j l s  ' a f b e e l d z e l ' "  ( p . 2 2 8 ) .
Siegenbeek (p.145) had decided in favour of 'sel' on the authority of the 
Usage of Hooft, Vondel, Brandt, Vollenhove, De Decker, Wagenaar, Huydecoper, and 
De Haes (presumably meaning Jan de Haes the poet rather than Frans de Haes the 
grammai’ian). How much he took into consideration their general use of prevocalig 
's' and 'z' he does not say, though this is clearly of great relevance.
With '-sel' now accepted as the normal usage it remains only to point out 
the few suggested deviations. The first of these comes from the small group of 
Flemish radicals in the early 19th century, who wished to banish the letter 'z', 
Tv/o of these, in their desire to use 'ss' more or less consistently for /s/.
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s u b s t i t u t e d  t h e  d o u b l e d  c o n s o n a n t a l  f o r m  i n  t h i s  s u f f i x .  V a n  D a e l e ,  t h e  e a r l i e r  
a n d  m o r e  r a d i c a l  o f  t h e  t w o ,  u s e s  ' s s *  i n  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  f o r  / s / ,  a n d  D e  W e c k e r e  
( l e s s  r a d i c a l :  o p p o s i n g  " s s i e r a e d " )  l i k e w i s e  u s e s  i t  i n  " H u l s s e l ,  V y l s s e l ,  
G r i m s s e l ,  V o r m s s e l ,  H e n s s e l ,  V i e r s s e l ,  B r o w s s e l "  c o n t r a s t i n g  w i t h  " L e t s e l "  w h e r e  
s u c h  d o u b l i n g  w a s  u n n e c e s s a r y .  T h i s  s p e l l i n g  f o r m s  a n  i n t e r e s t i n g  p a r a l l e l  w i t h  
t h a t  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e  a s  u s e d  b y  V e r w e r ,  w h o  i n s e r t s  a  ' t '  w i t h  t h e  s a m e  f u n c t i o n  
-  t o  s h o w  t h a t  t h e  ' s '  u s e d  h e r e  represented / s /  a n d  n o t  p r e v o c a l i c  ' s '  =  / z / . 
T h i s  u s e  o f  ' - s s e l '  d i d  n o t  g a i n  a c c e p t a n c e  a n d  t h e  n o r m a l  f o r m s  a d o p t e d  
c o n f o r m e d  t o  t h e  S i e g e n b e e k  ' - s e l '  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .
The only subsequent challenge to the accepted spelling for these suffixes 
concerned specifically the spelling of '-zaam'. Because of the assimilation 
which takes place after certain consonants, Dixi (1934) suggested using '-saam' 
except after 'r, n, 1, j', where '-zaam' should be preferred. All later 
suggested simplifications and rationalisations (not always the same thing) 
carefully avoided any suggestion of such assimilation-based spellings.
The use of 'tz' (excluding '-t' followed by '-zel')
In earlier centuries it is exceedingly common to find the letter 'z' being 
used after ' t' in all sorts of positions. Borne of these words suggest that the 
usage was borrowed from German, though this is by no means always the case. 
Examples of this borrowing could include "glantz" (used by Jonctijs and Van 
Baerle in "Klioos Kraam" I, 186, 291, - cf. the also common spelling "glanz" 
ibid II, 22 (Sanderus), and "giants" used by Starter). "Gantz" is given by 
Plantijn as an alternative to "gants" (cf. the Bible translators' rejection of 
"ganz" Z.3), Vervrer has "krantz" (p.16), and Overschie uses "trotz". Most of 
these are easily identified as of German origin by the final use of 'tz'.
Much more common however is the use within the word, usually paired with 'ts' 
in final position. This was presumably inspired by a desire to make the words 
conform with the other gelijkvormigheid spellings such as "huis, huizen". One 
of the most common words to be found thus used is "plaats, plaatze", used by 
Van der Schuere (p.22, 29), Brune, Meijer, Luyken ("plaatzen/ kaatzen" p.11), 
Duikerius (in "Voorbeeldzels), Van Gaveren, De Vin, Heugelenburg, Kramer, Van 
Belleghem & Waterschoot, and many others. Other common examples include "spitze"
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(Huygens), "trotze" (Luyken), "plotzelijk" (E.C.P.), "spitze" (Sinkel),
"schetze" (Chalmot) etc., some of which may be influenced by German.
Some of these exaraples just mentioned may, on the other hand, be included in 
the smaller group who used 'tz' in all positions, thus also at the end of a word 
(not only in German loans). Examples of such are "mutz" (Huygens), "trotz, 
koetz, plaatz" (Zoet, Boon), "Rotz" (Beyer, who spells "Rotz, Rotsen" on page 
1031), "plaatz, toetz" (Van der Linden), "Catz" (Kramer), "mitz" (Boomkamp), 
"plaetz" (Taalkundige Bijdragen). Bucli spellings are normal in De Hubert's 
system (quetzen, duijtz, getoetzt) but these are really equivalent to the 'ts' 
spellings of others, and those mentioned above as using 'tz' do not use De Hubertb 
system in their other spellings. This usage is not to be confused with the 
use of '-z' in words like "huiz" discussed below.
Undoubtedly the use of '-tz' ultimately had a German origin, but it soon 
became a tradition to use 'z' after 't' even, as can be seen, in French loans 
such as "plaatz, rotz". Siegenbeek, at the same time as he rejected '-zel', 
rejected the use of ’-tzen' on phonetic [prounds. In this respect he was correct, 
since there is no reason to use 'z' after 't' unless in a rigorous application of 
gelijkvormigheid, which should in theory take no account of the sound heard.
'z' and 's' in loan words.
The choice between 's' and 'z' in loan words actually concerns very few. One 
small group can be disposed of with relative brevity; Greek loans such as "Zephyr, 
Zodiaeck" usually retain the 'z' even for writers who do not use 'z' in Dutch 
(e.g. Van der Werve, De Swaen). Sometimes ' z' was used in such words for /ts/ or 
prevocalic / s/, e.g. Stevin's "Zier" for "Giron, Chiron", and Ampzing's "zieraed", 
as discussed in chapter 2. Following the example of Vondel many writers 
substituted 'z' for 's' in classical names, e.g. "Cezar" (Vondel, Camphuysen, 
Langendijk, Wagenaar), "Thezeus" (Schermer). "Zezar" is also known in Middle 
Dutch (see above in the discussion of preconsonantal 'z').
Outside the field of proper names progress was more slow. Although '-izeren' 
is found at quite an early date (Exercitium has "fantizeren"), other words are 
less frequently found. Camphuysen has "Medizyn", Foot uses "filozoof", which is 
actually a fairly common form though rejected by most grammars up to and including
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De Vries and Te Winkel (see chap,9), Beyer has "perzoon". For reasons mentioned 
earlier, intervocalic 's' for /z/ could comfortably remain in the Dutch system, 
since it would automatically be pronounced / z/. Only after the general adoption 
of the separation of 's' and 'z' was there any noticeable tendency to substitute 
' z' in loan words, held back by the general reluctance to change loan lo rd 
spellings at all.
A concession was made by Siegenbeek in allowing "Azie, Mozes, Jeruzalem, 
Jezus", though he would not permit 'z' to be used in Latin names ("Cesar"), since 
Latin did not use that letter. Carlebur later criticised this, pointing out that 
most Greek words (in which ' z' was permitted) came to Dutch via Latin anyi-zay, so 
that even these words and names should have 's'. De Vries and Te Winkel however 
retained Siegenbeek's ruling, covering also "philosoof, medicijn" etc. which had 
to retain their native spellings (cf. chap.2). "Proza, mozaTek, pleizier" could 
retain the 'z' which popular usage had already granted them.
The first explicit voice in favour of the adoption of 'z' was Alberdingk 
Thijm, who felt that intervocalic '-s-' should be avoided in such words as 
"Icrizis, filozoof, Cezar, genezis" (cf."konversie, konversatie"), but with little 
success. A few of the more common words consolidated their position with 'z', 
and the 1954 Woordenlijst made a moderate concession; "In aansluiting bij woorden 
als 'mozalek, proza, plezier' en reeds ingeburgerde spellingen als 'dubieuze, 
fameuze' 1-crijgt 's' in eèn aantal woorden facultatief ' z' naast zich ('fase, 
present' en derg., ook 'faze' enz.; zo steeds in de uitgangen '-iseren, -isering' 
en '-isatie'...)"? The form with 's' was'always preferred however, except for 
the first mentioned words where the use of 's' was long since obsolete.
Almost immediately radical pressure arose for a greater degree of liberality 
in the spelling of such words. Rombouts saw the acceptance of "faze, fraze, vizi, 
krizis, teze, eksplozi, ruzi, vizueel" etc. as essential if any change were to be 
effected in the 'c' for / s/ spellings; "De schrijfwijze 'presiseren' bijv. deucht 
niet, want de eerste 's' staat voor 'n 's'-klank. Bij 'musiseren' is et presies 
omgekeert". The elimination of 'c ' could not happen without a prior or 
simultaneous substitution of 'z' for intervocalic 's'. Verschueren agreed with 
this, using only the '-izasi, -izeren' alternatives of the Woordenlijst in his 
dictionary.
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The "Rapport" conceded much ground in this respect, allowing "filozofie, 
presizie, prezident, sinteze", and '-izeren, -izatie' with intervocalic 'z', 
though not after consonants (universiteit) where common pronunciation wavered 
between / s/ and / z/ (cf. the 18-19th century form "konzonant" in Stijl, Bilderdijk 
etc.). Mulisch (p.49) regarded this as an inconsistency, though the motivation 
is not without validity.
In the spelling of such words it seems probable that the vast majority of 
loan words will become adapted to the normal Dutch system, using 's' and 'z' 
for the same sounds as they represent in native Dutch words.
Final '-z' and '-zde'
This section covers only final '-z' in gelijkvormigheid. The use of '-z' in 
"trotz, plaatz" is discussed above, and the use of '-z' in "menz, ganz, eizt" 
is discussed in chapter 13.
The reasons for the appearance of final '-z' spellings in "huiz, prijz" etc. 
are the same as those causing final '-v' in "briev, lov" etc., discussed in 
chapter 7. Taking the rule of gelijkvormigheid as laid down for final '-d, -g, 
-b', it seemed only reasonable to some to apply the sane rule to final '-z' (and 
'-v')o There is no objection to the consistency of this rule,without creating 
an exception to the rule itself. It was seen in chapter 7 that the final '-v' 
forms, though never standard, are relatively common, but this is certainly not 
the case with final '-z'. Even amongst '-v' spellers the use of is seldom
put forward, and conversely not all '-z' spellers use '-v'. Some have valid 
reasons for this (e.g. Zeydelaar) but for most the reasons remain obscure.
The first '-z' spellings appear in Middle Dutch: Hoebeke records "diez, wiez, 
ghebuerz, lijnwaetz" in the 15th century. These however cannot be counted as 
gelijlcvormigheid spellings, as such a rule has no application in these words; 
they are probably the result of influence from contemporary French usage (cf. 
voulez), or the use of 'z' for / s/ (see section on preconsonantal 'z' above).
Much more significant are the '-z' forms in Sexagius. Again, as with his '-v' 
forms, it is possible that he heard some voicing in the final consonants of "deez, 
leez, p§§z, reez, veez, vriez, zez, ligrz, b§urz, keuz, neuz" (cf."aas, duaas, 
bas, kggs, hgus"), for he elsewhere advocates a very strict separation of 's' and
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'z' on nhonetic ryounds (see above). But it seems that even here he realised 
the strangeness of such forms, for he comments on the spelling of "'zez'... 
tametsi non adrnodum repugnauerim si quis scribere rnalit 'zes'"(D3).
It was then a further fifty years before more '-z' forms are seen, this time 
mentioned by Van Heule, though he does not seem to think them potentially viable 
spellings: "Als op het eynde eenes woorts, eene Z zoude staen, zo wort daer eene 
S voorgestelt, als 'Wijs' voor 'Wijz', 'Boos' voor 'Booz'" (1625, p.30). It is 
strange that he did not make a similar claim for '-v', merely saying that "de F 
(verandert) in eene V, als 'Wijf, Wijven, Lijf, Lijven'". It is clear however 
that he feels that consistency should demand a final '-z'. None are used in his 
book outside this comment. In the second edition the note is absent, but there 
is a solitary example of "onz" on p.70: "De Ervende Voor-namen ... zijn deze 
'Mijn, dijn, zijn, onz, Uw'" - possibly a misprint for "onze of ons'"(with an 
apostrophe - see chapter 13 and also below)."Onz" also occurs in the anonymous 
"Voorreden" attributed to Coornhert (1563, p.14), and is used with a special 
function by Gargon and Emits (see below).
Another solitary '-z' spelling is on the title page (engraved) of Dafforne's 
"Leez-leerlings steunsel" (sic) of 1627: the printed title page has "Leez'-".
This, and Van Heule's "onz", may be mere misprints, but they may alternatively 
indicate that '-z' forms were known at least to the type-setters.
As was also the case with the '-v' spellings,where '-vde' was recommended by 
Montanus at an earlier date than final '-v' spellings are Icnown, s o too did he 
recommend the phonetic '-zde' forms before examples of final gelijkvormigheid 
'-z' are known. On p.25 he lists as misprints "'s' voor 'z' ... als in... 'ic 
raesde'... 'herfstdraen, delfsbier'... voor... 'raezde... hervzddraen, delvzbier'", 
and on page 122 he lists the change of "'z' in 's' ... 'Wijs, Wijze. spijs, i 
spijzde; was, wazdom...'". This spelling, like his '-vde', has no connection 
with gelijkvormigheid, but the existence of the forms is significant.
Actual examples of final '-z' are extremely elusive for the next few years. 
Huygens rhymes "bewijs/ wijz" in his "Oogentroost" (1647), but this is an 
abbreviation of the noun "wijze", not an adjective, and may be a misprint for 
"wijz'!*. The situation with abbreviated forms is somewhat different: many writers,
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and even grammarians, had no objections to the use of "deez" with or without 
apostrophe, as the shortened form of "deze" (usually in the masculine). The use 
of this does not imply the use of thegelijkvormigheid '-z' system. Quite eminent 
writers, such as Hooft, Vondel, Brandt and Brune, frequently use the form, and it 
is even recommended by Hillenius in 1664: "Apocope:...*deez Man' for 'deze Man'"
(p.99). The later editions vary somewhat - 1677 has "dees" (p.l03)> and 1673/86 
have "beez" (sic). Hillenius's main source. Van Heule, only has "deze", and he 
could not have borrowed the forms from Van der Schuere since the latter (p.65) 
does not mention the word, and in any case always uses an apostrophe.
The"Verhandeling"of Nil Volentibus, dating from aïound 1673, lists cases of 
'-s' rhyming with '-z' in Vondel, Hooft, Huygens, and Camphuysen, as they did 
with '-f and '-v', but again they do not specify the edition used (which was 
not relevant to their discussion, but would have been useful). The rhymes they 
note are "huiz/ Icruis" in Hooft's "Brief Menelaus aan Helena", "haast/ verbaazd" 
in his "Verscheide Gedichten" (an aiitholgy with many other witers included),
"pas/ laz" in Huygens's "Korenbloemen"IV, and "omhelzd/ elst" ibid V, "altoos/ 
daadelooz" in Camphuysen's 33rd paalm, and "ongevals/ halz" in Vondel's 
"Palamedes" act IV. As with their claimed '-v/-f' rhymes, none of the consulted 
editions (see chap.7, plus the "Menelaus" of 1615) showed these spellings, so 
that a precise dating cannot be given. The possible explanation of the difficulty 
in finding the examples, discussed in chapter 7, is also applicable here.
More definite cases can be found however, in Rintjus's anthology "Klioos
Kraam" (1656-57), in the poems of Zoet and Zweerds. The former only has "trotz,
koetz, plaetz" in the poems contained in this anthology, but his later
"Digtwerkken" (1675) also include "bliez, kooz, rooz, dooz" - in two poems only
to be found on page 301-4. In the 1714- edition these words are normalised to
"bliez', kooz', roos, doos". Zweerds has "liz" (twice) and "biez" on page 126-3
de
of Klioos Kraam II, but these are similarly normalised in "Alle/Gedichten van 
Hieronymus Sweerts"(sic) 1697. No other examples seem to appear in either 
collected works. However they must have occurred before 1656, as Rintjus 
consitently retains for each poem -the spelling of the original texts, an 
editorial quality not emulated by all either then or later. The form
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"GloorDoz" also occurs in Hooft's "Harderskout" contained in the "Gedichten" of 
1636, 1644 and 1658. This particular word may well have been pronounced with a 
final /z/, as in the original French "rose". "Reez" rhyming with "deez'" on page 
343 (1658) may be a misprint for "reez"'.
Of remotely possible influence in the rise of the '-z' spelling was a 
contemporary Frisian usage. Because a final voiced consonant was heard in certain 
positions dijgbert Japicx (Naauwkeurige Feederlander, 1655) wished to use 'z' in 
"uwz huwz-muwz: onze huys-muys, niet uws huws met een s, om dat hy het te kort 
afbijttet, maer met een z. die wat langer zuyzet". Hg does not extend this 
usage to Dutch, but were it at all common in Frisian it could have been known to 
some Dutch readers, ouch a possibility remains remote, however, in the absence 
of evidence to the contrary.
Only two years later the first defence of final '-z' did appear, - 30 years 
before the first defence of '-v'. With the now rapidly settling separation of 
's' and 'z', and the acceptance of intervocalic 'z', Bolognino (1657) felt it 
desirable to make the 's/z' system conform to 'd/t' and 'g/ch': "(worden) di in't 
meervoudt hebben de 'z', moetmen schryven met de 'z', aldus, 'elz, gelez, halz, 
beuz', gelyc de reden vereyscht". Since in earlier times the 's' was used in 
"halsen, lesen" etc., there had been no reason to use final '-z', for final '-s' 
spellings themselves conformed to the gelijkvormigheid rules. Van Heule had also 
realised that a change in the one rule involved a change in the other, but 
neither had any great effect on the writing public.
In 1664 the usage recommended by Bolognino, and hinted at by Van Heule, is
adopted by Hillenius (who borrowed extensively from the latter). Although he 
does not justify this usage in his discussion on spelling, he gives the verb 
forms "leez, las gheleezen, vriez, vrooz, gheneez"("kies, blies, verlies") on 
page 41. In the later editions these all become '-s', but the mere fact that 
such type-setters' spellings are to be found indicates the presence of a
sub-stream of '-z' spellers amongst contemporaries.
A'few years later. Nil Volentibus, before giving the examples quoted above, 
suggest that they too felt there to be some inconsistency in the normal 
application of the gelijkvormigheid rule: "De verwantschap van geluid tusschen 
de 'z' en 's'wort op het einde der syllabae of lettergreepen gezien, en is zo
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groot, dat het onderscheid der zelve zeer moeijelijk in het spreeken, uibgedruku, 
en gehoord kan worden, zo zeggen wij 'glas, haas, vrees, wees. Mes'...enz. voor 
'glaz, haaz, vreez, weez, biez'... want wij zeggen 'glazen, haazen, vreezen, 
weezen, biezen'... en niet 'glassen, haassen' enz. gelijk wij zeggen 'plas, das, 
les, nis'"(p.4). The very fact that they mention such forms may reflect a more 
widespread contemporary usage than the number of examples located and the meagre 
comments from grammarians might suggest.
But for several decades after this the '-z' forms aLnost disappear from view. 
Gargon who in 1686 had so eagerly defended the pse of '-v' mail es no allowance at 
all for final '-z' spellings except in one word, which is not inspired by 
gelijkvormigheid but by homonym avoidance (see chap.18); "Om onderscheyd te maken 
... schi’yv ik ook 'onz' met een 'z', als het betekent, lets dat ons toekomt, en 
gestelt werd voor 'onze', als 'onz volk, onz lust' en 'ons' met een 's', als het 
een veelvuldig getal is, als 'geev ons, sla ons'". This use of "onz" recalls the 
parallel forms in Van Heule, Leupenius, Emits and others, and is connected M t h  
gelijlwormigheid insofar as the 'z' is used because of the longer form "onze".
This is his only '-z' form however, despite his regular '-v' forms.
A similar anomalous usage is found in duikerius's "Schouburgh" of 1696. He 
too defends the use of '-v' but not of '-z'. There is the solitary example of 
"Peez" on page 6, but no others, and it may be merely a type-setters spelling*
The sEune may also apply to the isolated "âpyz" in the "Opdragt" to Van Rusting's 
"Volgeestige Werken" of l699-> as he usually avoids any use of ' z' (see above).
One of the more consistent and persistent (and controversial) users of '-v' 
in the last years of the 17th century was Van der Linden. Yet he too does not 
seem to have used a consistent '-z' spelling. He has good reasons for this, 
namely his use of the letter 'z' for the unvoiced / s/ (see chap.13), and within 
this system he does follow the rules of gelijkvormigheid: "De Woorden, in weIke 
de 's' niet Swaer genoeg is in 't Meertal, Vereizen een 'z': als 'Kanzen, Kranzen, 
Danzen, Franzen, Roomzen, Spiezen', en daarom moet men ook in 't Eental der selve 
een 'z' gebruiken, en Schrijven 'Kanz, Kranz, Danz, Franz, Roomz, Spiez'" 
(Rabbelarij). His inconsistency is thus only apparent, for his "huis, Franz" 
forms correspond to the plurals "huisen, Franzen" (cf De Hubert and Ampzing).
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But some of Van der Linden's small circle of followers, since they tended to 
use 's' and 'z' in the more normal way, also anplied his argument to ether words, 
and such swellings as "Letterbaaz, geneez-konst, Wijz-geer, Boek-spijz, trouwlooz, 
Schrijv-wijz, Huiz, behelzde, leezt, omhelzd, verbaazd" can be found in the 
"Lof-Reden op Piet Rab", and "leez-aard" etc. in the "Zeeuwse Wedergalm".
These works were closely followed by a similar usage (with respect to 's/z' 
at least) in a much more eminent work "De Munten der Graven van Holland" by Van 
Alkemade, printed by Andries Voorstad. The latter seems to have had an 
inclination to print books with uncommon spelling systems: he also printed Van 
Yk's "Schcepsbouwlcunst" with a consistent '-v' spelling and Van Overschie's 
"Covergebleeve Ryn-stukken" in 1722 with that author's individual usage. As the 
usage in each book differs, they are probably not the printer's spelling, though 
this cannot be ruled out. As other works of Van Alkemades's have normal spelling 
(printed by Philipus Losel), it may just have been that Voorstad was more 
sympathetic to an author's individual whims than other publishers/ printers. He 
printed two works of Van Alkemade's: the "Kampregt" of 1699 & 1740 (later editions 
reworked by his son-in-law Van der Schelling) which has such spellings as "Hals, 
Huizlieden, bedeezd, geveinzd" amongst otherwise normal forms; and the above 
mentioned "Hunten" of 1700, which abounds in less than normal usages, mostly in 
the variety and number of accents, but also in the consistent use of final '-z', 
as in "Pauz, Godshuiz, beweez, Huizlade, geweezt, Waaz, noodlooz, zorgloos, wiiz, 
vreez, bewiizt, bewiiz-stukken, onz, priiz, omhelzden" etc., (but no '-v' forms).
Conversely the consistent '-v' spellers Van Yk and Pars have no '-z' forms, 
though neither use 'z' at all, so that there is no inconsistency here. Van 
Alkemade had no such reason for his inconsistency in using '-z' but not '-v'.
Nor did Hilarides, who used only the forms "verbaazd, verbaazde, verwaarloozde, 
bevreezd, samengeflanzd" (i.e. '-z' only before 'd') in his Phaedrus translation 
of 1695,- a similar system to the phonetic forms suggested by Montanus, rather 
than the gelijkvormigheid forms which he used mostly for '-v' (cf. chap.7).
After the turn of the century the '-z' spellings seem to have died out,
though Poeraet mentions them on a par with final '-v' in 1708.. E.G.P. expresses
a slight inclination towards the phonetic '-zde' in that he encounters "een 
kleyne swarigheyt ... alhoewel men ('reyzen, spijzen, raezen') met een Z.
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belioorde te spellen, nogtans moet men 'reysde, spijsde, raesde* enz. met een S. 
uytdrukken: om dat de Z. uel de .Icracht heeft om een M l b  te beginnen, doch niet 
om de 8elfde te sluiten". This last rule overcomes the doubts and he abides by 
the *-sde' system.
Sewel*s revision of La Grue in 1719 gives "Deez of Die" (p.266) as the 
masculine demonstratives ("deeze of die" in the feminine), a form still used by 
many, e.g. Petrus De Huybert's "De Dubbele Schaking" (c.1715):"Deez Juffer, deez 
trouw" (p.11, 13) - n.b. also before feminine nouns for the sake of the metre.
Van iiaren often has "deez" in his "Vier uitmuntende Gedigten", though more 
usually has "deez"'. Neither of these use gelijkvormigheid '-z' spellings.
There is some indication however that at the time the '-v' spellings 
underwent a small revival in the mid loth century, the '-z' forms began to 
reappear. They ai-e by no means as widespread as the former. From now on too, 
they tend to be used by the same people as use '-v', though not invariably, and 
they have the backing of fewer grammars (e.g. Heugelenburg and De Vin do not 
mention them). Van Belle hints at this revival by the note in his second edition, 
borrowed from Ten Kate (see chap.7), but Van Rhyn is much more explicit as to 
contemporary usage. On page 17 he writes that "sommige (op gelyke wyze als hier 
vooren in de verhandeling van de F en V gezien is,) scliryven de volgende met 
een Z op 't eind. Als; 'Huiz, Muiz, Fluid, of 'Huyz, Kuyz, Pluyz'. Om dat zy 
door de Z (gelyk de voorgaande met de V,) meervoudig worden. (Dit) geschied om... 
aan de algemeene Regel te voldoen; te weeten, van in 't Eenvoud op 't eind der 
Woorden dusdaanig een Letter te stellen, waar door dezelve meervoudig worden" - 
i.e. the normal rule of gelijkvormigheid, applied here consistently.
However, Egbert Buys seems to have been ignorant of any such contemporary 
usage in his revision of Sewel's dictionary in 1766. After Sewel's original 
comment on the use of final '-v' he adds that "De redenen die voor het Gebruyk 
Van de V in plaats van F bygebracht worden, zyn zeer ligt te wederleggen; de 
voornaamste is, dat men in 't Meervoud schryft 'Brieven, Hoven, Stooven’; Maar 
»ls die Reden doorgaat, waarom moet men dan ook niet schryven 'Baaz, Blaaz, Huiz, 
Glaz, Muiz'? Inimers is het Meervoud ook 'Baazen, Blaazen, Huizen, Glaazen, 
Huizen', en echter speldt niemand op die i^ze". He uses the non-exibbence of '-z' 
Forms as an argument against the use of '-v'. Either the '-z' forms referred to
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by Van Rh^m in 1753 had completely died out by 1766, or the forms were so rare 
as to be unknown to Buys. It is certain that '-z' forms are indeed extremely 
rare at this time, despite Van Rhyn's statement, and no examples have been found 
in the texts examined since the reprint of Van Alkemade's work in 1740, In his 
pamphlet opposing *-v' Pieterson makes no mention of any contemporary use of '-z*.
The '-z' forms missed the stimulus won for '-v' in 1769 when Zeydelaar had 
defended the latter in his "Spelkonst". Zeydelaar's use of 's' and 'z' was such 
that he always used intervocalic '-s-' for / z/ (see above). What then at first 
sight seems merely a minor variation in the use of the two letters now proves to 
have major consequences for this related system. For naturally, since he used 
's' in "huisen", he would use 's' in "huis" ap a gelijkvormigheid form, ^^ hat he 
wi’ites on this letter is of importance however, as he seems to have encountered 
'-z' forms: "Wat spelling toch is 't die sommige gebruiken, wanneer zij schrijven, 
'prijz, huiz' &c?". Even more significant is his comment on the consistency of 
his contemporaries: "Het verwonderd me zeer dat de drijvers van dit gevoelen 
(i.e. "huis, prijz") niet ook ingevolge hiervan, voor hèt gebruik dér 'v' aan 
't einde dér woorden zig verklaaren". There were therefore some who used '-z' 
but not '-v' (Buys Icnew '-v' but not '-z' l). êuch a usage has indeed been noted 
at an earlier date (Van Alkemade), yet Zeydelaar seems to be referring to his 
own time. His own use of '-v' and '-s' is, as exi^lained, quite consistent 
within his system.
One graiiimarian who definitely knew both systems was Stijl, and he accurately 
reflects the infrequency of '-z' compared to '-v'; "De spelling van de 'v' achter 
aan in 'wijv, wolv, stov', enz is tot nog toe weinig in gebruik, en nog weiniger 
van de 'z' in 'huiz, muiz, prijz' enz.". Kluit too knew both forms: he advocates 
the use of 'f/v' and 's/z' according to "het achtbare gebruik... ondanJcs de 
poogingen door sommige Taallomdigen aangewend, om en Regelmaat en Gebruik omverre 
te werpen, door in beide gevallen te schrijven 'leez, huis, wijv, hov'".
Unfortunately he does not name his sources, and this is the more regrettable in p
' | i
the case of '-z' since, as can be seen from the development so far, no grammar ; H 
since Bolognino had explicitly suggested the use of '-z', except Van Rhyn who, /
though not adopting it, did not condemn it either, spellings do not deserve
the scorn poured onto them by Kluit, since they are in reality more regular than
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those of the contemporary system (though Kluit's ideal system differed -chap.5).
In the 1780's two works are found closely connected with t he '-z' spellings, 
one defending them and one using them. The first is the anonymous "Inleyding" of 
1785: "verscheyde Schryvers verbieden, de Lettergrepen met de Z te sluyten, als: 
'baez, booz, raezde, reyzde', en zeggen dat men moet schryven; 'baes, boos, 
raesde, reysde'; dog het kan ligtelyk gebeuren, dat de Z, die sedert eenige 
jaeren by ons (i.e. in the South) merkelyke bezittingen van de S heeft ingenomen, 
haer ook uyt die plaetsen zal verdryven" (p.23). Unlike the '-v' forms (see 
chap.7) the wnter does not seem to know of actual '-z' spellings, but predicts a 
future role for them* In this case he was to be less accurate however, with 
only a handfull of exceptions.
The first of these exceptions comes only a year later (1786) in Staring's 
"Mijn eerste proeven", where '-z' and '-zde' are used with complete regularity: 
"Wat hieuw zijn blihkendzwaerd al schilden 
Tot enlcel gruiz
Hoe menig heeft zijn speer doorreqgen 
Tot roem van 't Icruis
Hij blaazt - een dienaar komt..." (Adolph en F^mma), 
and similarly in "Ada en Rijnoud", with "huiz, bloz, gepeinz, achtlooz, halz, 
kluiz". "I'iruis, glans" have '-s' since they do not have '-z-' in the plural.
Again the later editions have a normalised spelling ("regularised" would be an 
inappropriate term here).
No more is heard of these spellings for quite some time: Schwiers, in ||i
accordance with his model Zeydelaar, rejects the use of intervocalic '-z-' and 
consequently also of final '-z', though "dat huiz" appears on page 48. Bolhuis
i
in 1803 realised the inconsistency of using '-f and '-s', feeling that 'v' and 
'2' were too soft for use in final position - "wat ook de regelmaat der tale 
vordere". Siegenbeek had similar views (p. 1/^ .6), and like most failed to explain 
why 'v' and 'z' were too soft to appear at the end of a word, but 'd' and 'b' 
were not.
Amongst those Flemings of the early 19th century who expressed sympathy with 
'-V* (Van Daele, De Neckere, Hasendonck), none used '-z' because of their
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divergent use of 's' and 'zd. They found themselves in the same position as
||
those of the 17th century, in that they did not use ' z' for /z/ at all (see
above), and consequently not in "huizen". Like Zeydelaar therefore, they had no i
need for any "huiz" spellings. Van Daele criticised the inconsistency of any
who used 'z' for / z/ but did not use final '-z'. '-^ pealcing to his imaginary
friend Jacob - the second half of the dialofpie in his "Tydverdrijf" - he asks '
"Maer, Jacob, syt gy niet eenen 'z'-schryver? schryft gy niet 'lezen, bezeten,
!
vaerzen' ens.? en gy schryft nogtans: 'leest, best, vaest, raest, verbaesd' ens.: 
well dit 300 synde ... gy moet schryven 'verbaezd, haezt, loiarzt' ens.: wy ||
I f
sullen allengskens Polakkers worden" (Mo.56). The last comment alludes to the ^
very strangeness of such, for him, hypothetical forms, which add weight to his j
opposition to the use of 'z' in the now accepted manner.
Van Daele's implication that such forms were non-existent remains valid until |
the mid 1820's, when two consistent '-z' spellers appear. The earlier(?) is the }
: 1
grammarian De Re referred to frequently by De Simpel (see chap.7), who used such *
forms as "ik laz, gij lazt, hij lazt, gewezt" (cf. Van Daele's use of the single 
vowel in "levt"). De Simpel had no sympathy for those who deviated from the 
norm, however well founded and regular their system: "Eene kiesche nauwgezetheid
op regelmaat en afleiding, heeft menig taalopbouwer eigendunkelijke stelsels 
doen voordragen".
The latter comment can certainly be applied to the system developed by Smits
in 1824, which De Simpel may thus have knoim. Just as he defended the use of '-v'
by analogy with the use of '-b, -d, -g', so too did he-argue for '-z': "Met de 
's' slujt men: 'altoos, ons' (nos) 'hij is, was, geweest'. Maar de regelmaat 
verejscht te schrijven met 'z': 'onz hujz, weez, weezt': alwaar de 'z' in de 
naaste aflejding: 'onze hujzen, wezen, wezende, gewezen' zich geregelt vertoont 
30 als in 'vreez, vréézt, vrezen'"(p.82). Note that Smits goes less far than 
De Ré in not extending the 'z' of "wezen" to "geweest" (De Ré's "gewézt")* This 
aspect of Smits' s usage, like all his other deviations from the norm(e.g. 'uj',
'aj' by analogy with 'ij' - actually an old spelling used inter alia by Hilarides), 
was totally ignored or at best ridiculed (cf Eomhoff's comments given in chap.V).
It is noticeable that up to c.l750 the use of '-z' and '-v' did not go hand
in hand. The first hint at the regular use of both is given by Van Rhyn, but
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only after 1735, with the "Inleyding" and Staring, and thereafter with De Ré and |
Smits, are both systems found side by side in the same writer's work. After De j
Vries and Te V/inkel's system was introduced it is also found that the fate of
'-z' and '-v' pursue the same path. Te WinJcel used the same argument of "onechte
letters" against '-z' as he did against '-v'. Van Ginneken also applied the same
rule to both, and Rombouts later found just the same difficulties with '-zde' as
he did with '-vde'. Pauwels and Paardekoper both treat 'v' and 'z' as parallel
cases, mooting "leez, bonz" respectively. This later development is described 
in chapter 7.
Summaries
grammars using or defending 's-, -s-':
Voorreden, Plemp, Bolognino, Winschooten, Van Daele, De Neckere, Van den Hoven, ij|
Wolf. |:
other users of 's-, -s-':
Middle Dutch, Stevin, Anna Roemer Visscher, Van Yk, Pars.
grammars using or defending 's-, -s-' with some 'z' spellings:
Exercitium, Van der Werve, Meurier, Plantijn, Kilian, Sasbout, Mellema,
Smyters, Bible translators, Binnart, Rodribuez, Bilius, Laconis..., Niervaert,
I e Pielat, Van Helderen (die.). La Grue, Kuyper, Verwer, M.S., Smids,
Pomey (pre 1753), "Grammaire pour apprendre", 
others using 's-, -s-' with some 'z' spellings:
Boecius, Valcoogh, Coornhert, Van der Noot, Roemer Visscher, Starter, Cats, 
Bredero, Van Borsselen, Camphuysen, De Swaen, Revius, De Decker, Stalpaert 
van der Wiele, Van Rusting, Van Overschie, "Aerschot". 
users of mixed systems, unsystematic:
Huygens, Hooft, earlier Vondel, De Ruyter, Luyken, Van Geesdalle,Van der Palm. ' |;|
f!
grammars using or defending 'z-, -z-': jI
Lambrecht, Sexagius, Twe-spraack, Van der Schuere, Smyters (Epitheta),
Dafforne, Van Heule, Montanus, Hexham, Kok, Van den Ende, Van Engelen, Pels,
Nil Volentibus, Sewel, Nyloe, Moonen, Van Hoogstraten, Halma, and all 
later grammars not mentioned elsewhere, 
other users of 'z-, -z-';
Coster, later Vondel, Brune, Brandt, Dullaert, Duikerius, Van Alkemade,
Rotgans, Van der Schelling, Poot, Langendijk, Schermer,...
users or defenders of 'z-, -s-':
Van Attevelt (I65O), Van der Weyden, De Vin, Van Haren, Zeydelaar, Schwiers.
users of 'sw-' alongside prevocalic 'z':
Sexagius, De Heuiter, Van Heule, Hexham, Beyer (Janssens).
Users of 's' for / z/ and preconsonatal /s/, and 'z' for prevocalic / s/ and /ts/:
De Hubert, Ampzing, Leupenius, La Grue (not all to the same extent)
I “
noted users of '-sz-': !
Lambrecht, "Voorreden", De Hubert, Ampzing, Zoet, Duikerius, Janssens (Smits).
users of preconsonantal 'z': 1!
"Borchgravinne van Couchy","Boecius" translation. Middle Dutch(all Southern) 'i
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users 01 '-sel' alongside prevocalic
Dafforne, Van Attevelt, Van der Weyden, De Vin, Kramer, Wagenaar, Zeydelaar, 
Ballieu, .siegenbeek. De Vries/Te Winkol and all subsequent ^official spellings, 
users of '-zel';
("Voorreden"), Van der Zchuei.B, Brune, Dullaert, Rintjus, Dubbels, Luyken, 
Duikerius, Van Geesdalle, De Vin, Halma, Kramer, Holtrop, dcliwiers, Chalmot, 
Hasendonck ('-zel' = /sol/ in De Hubert, Ampzing). 
users of '-sel' and '-zel' according to the preceding consonant:
Van ^kule, Heugelenburg, Janssens (?), and possibly some of those listeJin 
other fproups, where insufficient examples available, 
users of '-ssel':
Van Daele, De Weckere 
users of '-tsel':
Verwer
users of '-zaam' or '-saam' according to the preceding consonant:
Dixi
users of '-tz' in final position:
Plantijn, De Hubert, Huygens, Jonctijs, Van Baerle, Zoet, Verwer, Boon,
Van der Linden, Kramer, Boomkamp, Overschie, Taallcundige Bijdragen. 
users of '-tz, -tse':
Beyer
users of '-ts, -tze':
Van der Schuere, Huygens, Brune, lleijer, Luyken, Duikerius, Van Gaveren,
De Vin, Heugelenburg, Kramer, Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, ChaJmot.
loan words: '-z-' in names:
Vondel, Camphuysen, Langendijk, Schermer, Poot; 
some allowed by Siegenbeek and later official spellings, 
loan words'’: '-z-' in common nouns:
Exercitium, Camphuysen (for 'c'), Poot; '-izeren' fairly common, 
loan words: radicals:
Thijm, Rombouts, Verschueren, V.W.S., "Rapport".
defenders of '-z':
(Sexagius) Bolognino, Van Rhyn, "Inleyding", De Re, Smits,(Pauwels). 
more or less consistent users of '-z':
(Voorreden) Hillenius,(Hooft, Vondel, Camphuysen, Huygens), Zoet, Zweerds, 
followers of Van der Linden (not himself). Van Alkemade, Staring, 
users of '-zde' alongside '-s' :
Montanus, Hilarides, Rombouts.
chronology of '-z': first appeared C.I65O; first defended 1657; never common,
though found especially around 1655, 1695-1700, 1785, 1820-25.
short comparison of those who used '-v' and those who used '-z':
a) users (more or less consistent) of '-z' and '-v':
(Sexagius)(Camphuysen, Vondel, Hooft, Huygens), followers of Van der Linden, 
Van Rhyn, "Inleyding",Staring, De Re, Smits,(Pauwels).
b) users (ditto) of '-s' and '-v' caused by intervocalic '-s-':
Van Yk, Pars, Van der Linden, Van Rusting, Zeydelaar, Schwiers, Van Daele.
c) users of '-s' and '-v' despite intervocalic '-z-': all listed in chapter 7
apart from those contained in a) and b) above (Gargon, Duikerius etc.)
d) users of '-z' and ' - f :  Bolognino, Hillenius, Zoet, Zweerds, Van Alkemade.
e) users of the phonetic ^s/-f,-zde/-vde' system: Montanus, Rombouts.
f) user of the mixed system '-s/-v, -zde/-vde': Hilarides (cf comments in chapi7)
Of these a), b) and e) are caused by consistent regular application of "rules" 
c), d) and f) defy explanation in terms of self-consistency.
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Chapter 12. "long s" and "round r"
Note: illustration is difficult here,due to the absence of both letters in
modern tjqies: the "round r" has been here depicted by 'g' and"long s" by'/’.
Although seemingly a question of typography or calligraphy rather than 
spelling, the use of"long d" and "round r" is certainly a matter of orthography 
in its strictest sense. There are several different manners of writing various 
letters in the traditional scripts of the Middle Ages, including such things as 
the digi'aphs and ligatures ' ae, ae , tl, &'. But the only letter variants to be 
taken over consistently into the printed forms were the"round r"(p) and the 
"long s" (/)•
The round used only in Gothic types, dies out with the replacement of
the latter by the italic and roman tyioes. Consequently very few grammars even 
discuss it. Lambrecht just lists the two forms: "r of g, er, thende van der :
tonghe al bevende...", without discussing their respective uses. Spiegel, in the 1:
Twe-spraack, casts out the variant, but not with any linguistic motivation: "ick I {'
I /
(zoude) de 'j' een meklinker zynde oock 'je' noemen, ende het a,b, (die voors. ■ Cj
i/:!
letter ' j ' daer in voeghende ende de ene 'r', die ons doch niet nut is, na ! I'!
' r
latende) zoude by het vorighe ghetal van XXi/'II letters blyven: de welcke men na 
der Hebreen ende Grieken wyze in drie maal neghen letters zou moghen verdelen"
(p.47). The Greeks and Hebrews had this system in order to furnish themselves 
with numbers - nine units, nine tens, nine hundreds - but the fact that the Dutch 
did not need to do this apparnetly did not matter, and Spiegel still feels the 
attraction of the magic number 27 (3x3x3). He does no actually say which 'r' he 
wishes to reject, and the phrase itself is printed "de ene 'r '", not "...'p '".
The most common contemporary use of these variants employed the 'p' after a 
round letter (o, b, u, etc.), - it was therefore used purely for ease in writing
!
and there was no real need for its continued presence in mechanical types. That i
the application of the '%' became confused is shown by Van der Schuere in 1612: |
"Zoo vel het tweederley maekzel vande 'r' belangd: Eenige willen, dat voor ende
achter inde Sillabe, ende ook achter 'e' men een rechte 'r' maken zal, anders 
altijd een ronde 'p'. Ander willen, dat de ronde 'ç' komen zal over al daerze 
een ronde letter volgd, welice zijn 'b, d, g, h, k, o, p, v, w', ende elders altijd 
een rechte 'r'. Dan alzooze over al eenderley Icracht ende beteekeninge licft.
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héft hier in yegelijk zijn vryheyd". Ile has no desire to reject the use of 
either form, and includes both in his alphabet, which thus has 28 letters.
(Examples of both types of 'r, g' and 's, /' can be seen on the title page of
his work, reproduced in the Zwaan edition of 1957.)
Dafforne, in 1627, possibly influenced by the Twe-spraack, or alternatively 
reflecting current opinion, rejects and in 1628 the Bible translators also
felt no merit in the variation: "non observandum discrimen inter 'r' et 'p '".
Van der Weyden exhibits another usage in recommending 'r' in final position and
initially, parallel to the use of the long '/' (see below) - the opposite to
most grammars (Sewel for example recommends 'r-, -g').
The next reference to 'g' is many years later, when Bolhuis published Stijl's 
grammar in 1776. otijl quotes the use of 'p' after round letters, but Bolhuis 
comments that the difference "wordt niet bestendig waargenoraen, vooral niet in 
schrijfletteren". This is the final corrmnent on 'p' apart from the Trap der Jeugd 
of Bastiaan Cramer, in all editions up to 1897 i Repeating almost verbatim the 
earlier editions (1769 onwards) the latter, in the framework of the traditional 
dialogue form, has the pupil ask: "Waartoe dienen de tweeërlei r, p?", to w'nich 
he receives the answer "De'p' dient om een woord of lettergreep te beginnen, en 
de andere 'r ' on de zelve te s lui ten (cf. Van der Weyde^,.,. dit echter wordt i
maar bij weinigen in acht genomen". To this is added the footnot: "In de gewone 
Italiaansche drukletters zijn niet eens tweeërlei r's voorhanden". In 1897 the 
discussion seems a little anacliTnnistic, as for example are also his comments on 
'm' and 'n' that "als men boeken met eene Hollandsche letter gedrukt leest, zal 
men diki^ijls boven een' zelfklinker 'a, e, i, o', enz. een dwars streepje 
geplaatst vinden,... dat streepje nu beteekent dat een 'm' of 'n' is weggelaten".
It is highly unlikely that the average schoolchild for who the book was intended 
would come across, many examples of this in 1897, though the comment is highly 
relevant in the first editions. The use of the "streepje" (a, ë, etc.) was 
moreover not restricted to Gothic letter types, but can also be found in the 
normal italic faces.
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The long '/' had a much longer life, as its duality with the curly 's' was 
transferred into the roman kpoe face, as well as being retained in the black- 
letter faces. The custom was, basically, that the 's' was to be used at the end 
of a word, and the long '/' within or at the beginning of a word, as formulated 
for example by Lambrecht: "'/' of 's' finaal...". The Twe-spraack went so far as 
to give them distinct names (as others, such as Cramer, did for 'r, p', cf.chapter 
19): since '/' cannot come at the end of a word, its name could not be "es", but 
must be "esse" (or rather "e//e"). Van der Schuere agrees with this system; "De 
' s '  héft tweederley maekzel, ende 'tgebruyk daer van is, dat t'eynden in 'twoord 
(dewyle men daer geen lange '/' gewone en is) men een ronde 's' steld, anders 
altijd een lange"(p.10). In accordance with this rule most printers atthis time 
used double '//' in the middle of a word, e.g. "mi//en, dan//en".
In 1653 one of the stranger suggestions concerning the '/' came from Leupenius. 
He feels it desirable, for one word only, to break the rule prohibiting final '/': 
"In het meervoud van 'ik' en 'myn', hebben wy 'ons', daar tusschen men nochtans 
eenig onderscheid soude konnen maaken, schryvende het selfstandig 'ons', en het 
byvoeuglyk 'on/', om het gevolg", i.e. "ons" (=us) is undeclinable, but "on/"
(=our), because of the inflected form "on/e",may have final '-/'. Tliis is purely 
for differentiation (cf. chap.18), otherwise consistency would have demanded 
"hui/" because of "hui/en" etc. (Leupenius does not use 'z' for / z/).
Moonen in 1706 continues the standæ^d practice (p.38) as does Sewel: "men 
acht het cierlyker ... te sclarj/ven 'pla/'/en' dan 'plas/en'", otherwise 's' is 
final and '/' used eIsewhere(Spraakkunst p.2). Before long there seems to have 
been a change of opinion regarding the internal use. Sewel seems to have kno^vn of 
it already in 1703. Meijer's Woordenschat (1745 edition) has the word "gras/atie" 
where earlier editions (e.g. 1688) had "gra//atie". The use of ' s/' does not 
appear to have been very common before that date however, and '-//-' continued to 
be widely used. Van Belle (1748) still has "mi//en", and in 1755 "Si//en".
The first grammar to give internal usage differently is De Haes, in that "men 
be eerste ('s') gebruikt om een lettergreep te sluiten,... en de tweede, om eene 
lettergreep te beginnen, gelyk in 'pas-/en, was-/en, mes-/en, /luiten, /poor', 
enz.". The significant ohange is from beginning and end of a word to beginning 
and end of a syllable. This necessarily involves the use of internal '-s/-'.
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Van dor Palm lias the saine usage in 1769, and the "Kunst" grammar of 1770 
specifies De Haes as giving the best model for usage. Zeydelaar (1769 & 1772) 
still uses as does the "Inleyding" of 1785, but in written works such as
Van Alphen's poetry of 1778 can be found "Les/en". Stijl echoes De Haes: "de 
lange '/' opent, de korte 's' sluit een lettergreep, of woord, als '/is/en'"
(= "sissen"), and as with the round 'p' Bolhuis's fbotnote explains that the 
difference "wordt niet bestendig waargenomen, vooral niet in schrijfletteren.
Men is echter niet gewoon met '/' een woord te sluiten, als 'hui/', maer wel een 
lettergreep, als '/i//on'"(="sissen"). Usage thus still oscillated between the 
two alternative systems.
Chalmot's biographical dictionary of 1798 uses "pers/e, klas/e", which is 
the most common usage of the late 18th c entury. Contemporary English qsage, for 
comparison, also rejected '/' in final position, but used '-/s' in such words as 
"gro/s, goodne/s". Other variants may have been used by less-well lettered 
writers, as suggested by Cramer (again in all editions up to and including 1897, 
from which the following text is taken): "V(raag): Waartoe heeft men eene korte 
's' en een lange '/'? A(ntwoord): Ten zelfden einde als van de 'r' en 'p' gezegd 
is: de lange '/' (eigenlijk '/e' genoemd) dient om een woord of lettergreep te 
beginnen, en de korte 's' ('es' geheeten) om dezelve te sluiten, als 'was/en', 
of 'was/chen, plas, plas/en' enz. Waarom men moet letten, dusdanige woorden niet 
te schrijven met 'ss',of '//', of '/s', als 'wassen' of 'wasschen', 'pla/, 
plassen' enz., noch ook 'wa//en' of 'wa//chen, pla//en' enz.; ook niet 
'wa/schen, pla/sen' enz.".
It is noticeable that several grammars consider '/' the basic form and 's' 
as the variant. This is understandable considering their relative frequencies: 
initial and internal '/' together will be more frequent than final 's'. There 
may on occasions have been a little influence from Greek, which shows the same 
variation between two forms of sigma. No grammar refers to this parallel 
however. Lambrecht is one who regarded 's' as the variant, as his entry quoted 
above shows - '/' is the first to be mentioned. Even as late as 1774 in Kramer's 
gramraar (Von Moerbeek edition) the same preference is given, when the alphabet
dj t
is listed as "...o p q r / (s) t u v . - 's' only merits a place in brackets.
The 19th century was to see the death of the long '/'', but not immediately. j|
I :
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Because the use of this variant depended almost exclusively on the views of the 
printer, and not on those of the vn-iter, very few fprammers even commented on its 
use after the turn of the century, not considering it a matter of spelling.
Siegenbeek did not discuss it, but his "Woordenboek" of 1B05 uses the long '/' , 
whereas the second editbn of 1829 replaces it by 's’. A late and much revised 
edition of Sewel's "Guide" appearing in 1814 used 's' throughout, with a few 
rare slips such as "plaat/en, os/en, men/chen" on p.208-9. Smits (1824) uses 
's' and does not discuss '/' at all. Bilderdijk's "dpraakleer" (1826) uses '/', 
and Do Simpel's "Taalkundige Tweespraak" (1327) uses 's'. The 3rd edition of 
the Hut's grammar (1829) still uses '/', but soon after this date their other 
works adopted 's'.
The main change over seems to have occurred between 1820 and 1330, with 
quite a substantial transition period, probably because of the printers' natural 
reluctance to discard a large amount of expensive and still usable type for no | ï,
urgent reason. The "Boekzaal" finally completed its change from '/' to 's' in
January 1835, when a completely new type face was adopted (same printer). By | j|
■ k'l
around 1340 long '/' was all but dead, but seems to have lingered in some regions. I- 
It was in 13/4 that the most strange suggestion for the use of '/' appeared, Ij"
in the "Projet" by the French-speaking Fleming Hubert van den Hoven (or jf!
iji
"Delecourt"), and hints that '/' was long since dead in Holland. He wished to id
cast out the foreign letter 'z' "importé par les Hollandais",and if any should ;
then feel a need to distinguish the hard and soft sounds of 's' (i.e. /s/ and 
/z/), "on pourrait facilement exprimer I's doux par la longue '/' en usage 
autrefois (/yne /uster, /yne hui/en) et réserver I's bouclée pour le son d'or 
(sedert, somtyds, sidderen etc.)* En Hollande l'adoption de 1'/ serait d u s  
difficile, mais la connaissance de la langue allemande, qui se répand de jour 
en jour davantage dans ce pays, faciliterait beaucoup cette réforma". Unlike 
Leupenius who merely wished to differentiate homonyms when substituting '/' for 
's'. Van den Hoven wished to give separate sounds to the two forms.
^t is interesting to note that this proposal would have coincided very 
la-'gely with the older usage, since / z/, which never appears at the end of a 
Dutch word, would be represented by '/', which also never appeared in final 
position in traditional usage. Conversely the / s/ is less frequent at the
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beginning of Dutch words, so that would be more frequently seen there, 
again corresponding to the established usage (deliberately?)*
The use of '/' may have been dead in the North, as Van den Hoven suggests, 
but it also appears to have been dead in the South, to judge by the nostalgic 
yearning of David. In "Belgisch Museum" (1849) he points out that Maerlant and 
others had carefully discriminated between '/' and 's* "naer gelang zy het woord 
of de lettergreep begon of sloot. In het eerste geval gebruykten zy altyd de 
lange ; in het tweede steeds de gekrulde * s'.Dit onderscheyd is zeer dienstig 
in samengestelde woorden, om alle dubbelzinnigheid voor te komen. In de volgende, 
bij voorbeeld, is de beteekenis gansch verschillig,volgens dat de 's' het eerste 
woord sluyt of het tweede begint: *ryk-staf (ryks-taf),koning-staf (konings-taf), 
dorp-slooper (dorps-looper) ' enz. De lange '/* is by de Hollanders zoo wel als 
by de Duytschers nog in gebruyk, en by ons te herstellen". It is strange that 
he regards '/' as current in the North and dead in the South - cf. V.d.Hoven.
David's comments on word-division are strongly reminiscent of Moonen's 
arguments against *kw' in "gek-wel (wel-gek)/gequel" (see chap. 10), and are 
later parodied by Van Lennep: "Ten opzichte der 8 mo gen wij niet verzwijgen, dat 
daar-voor vroeger twee verschillende letterteekens warden gebezigd: het eene, de 
'/', ofschoon 'STAART-es* geheeten, werd aan 't begin van een lettergreep 
geplaatst, het andere, de 's', sloot het hek. In 't begin dezer eeuw raakten 
staarten uit de mode en zoo ook de 'staart-es*, wat ten g evolge heeft gehad, dat 
men nu dikwijls niet weet, of de 's' aan 't begin of aan 't einde van een 
lettergreep staat, en zich diensvolgens in de uitspraak van 't woord deerlijk 
vergissen kan. Wie kan nu b.v. weten of hij 'St. Michiels-Ges-tel' moet 
zeggen, dan wel 'St. Michiels-Ge-stel'?" (Verm.Spraakkunst).
When discussing the spelling systems of Siegenbeek, Bilderdijk, Weiland and 
others in I856, Carlebur mentions that they all used the long '/*, but that most 
contemporary writers now used 's', and further that the '/' is functionally 
useless, confusing, and "ontciert het schrift". Land elaborated further: "Het 
toppunt van lettervergoding is bereikt door de aanhangers der mystieke lange s. 
Meet die letter op een ' f  gelijken wanneer zij de lettergreep niet sluit, 
waarom dan niet ook bij de andere letters zulk een onderscheid ingevoerd? Omdat 
de gril van een kalligraaph het zoo meebragt" (p.37).
Usage in handwriting, as opposed to printed books discussed above, is much
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more dlfiicult to establish. This is especially true for the state of flux 
present in the later stages of their demise. But it is probably fair to 
deduce that and 'g' faded out much earlier in informal written texts, as 
is suggested by Bolhuis's comments given above, to the effect that the 
distinction between the variants "wordt niet bestendig waargenomen, vooral 
niet in de schri.jfletteren”. Here the shere conservative traditionalism of 
most f%rammai'-writers is at play. Furthermore Cramer’s comments show that 
when the alternatives were used, it was not aL/ays in the manner preferred 
by the theorists 1
S u m m ary :
long up to Co 1750 used consistently in the right places; certainly
the usage in printed books shows a high degree 
of standardization.
c. 1.750 - C.I8I5 's' used often instead of ’/ ’, often seemingly
indiscriminately except at the end of a word, 
where ’/ ’ was never used.
C.ISI5 ’/ ’ begins to be replaced entirely by 's' in
printed works.
c.lo35 '/' now all but extinct; nostalgia in the South.
C.I05O '/' very rarely used, except by some ultra­
conservatives (see comments of Land).
round 'p': died out with the use of ^athic and other black-letter types.
Within these types usage varied greatly, with a great deal of 
inconsistency.
s y s t e m s : l o n g  ' / ' :  a )  ' / '  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  a  w o r d
's' at the end of a word 
'//' internally
b) '/' at the beginning of a syllable
's' at the end of a syllable
's/' internally
round a) 'p' after all round letters
b) 'g' at the beginning of a word, 'r' at the end
c) 'ç' at the end o f  a word, 'r' at the beginning
d) 'r' at the beginning and end of a word, and after 'e',
e l s e w h e r e  ' g ' .
initial 'och-, gc 
final and medial
Chapter 13; 'sch'






- S , -ze'
-z. -ze '
-8g, -sge'
- G > -s'e'
The sound combination /sch/ occurred in Dutch in all positions, initial, 
medial and finale That at least was the situation in early Middle Dutch, though 
the medial and final sounds slowly devolved into the simple / s/. The spelling 
reflected these changes, though conservatism in usage was rampant in all periods.
Earlier Middle Dutch texts very frequently have the spelling 'sc' for this.
The Middle Dutch dictionary of Verwijs and Verdam lists alternative spellings 
with 'sc-' for almost all words beginning with 'sch-', and describes 'sc-' as 
"de gewone, doch volstrekt niet uitsluitend gebruikelijke sclirijfwijze van den 
klank 'sch', weIke zich uit 'sk' (sc) heeft ontwikkeld. Doch in het Mnl. was 
'sk' niet meer de gewone uitspraak", except in Frisian and some Saxon tinted 
dialects» Similarly Van Loey records that "In de anlaut vindt men 'sc' (en reeds 
vroeg 'sell')" - roughly from the 13th century onwards (Mnl, Sprk.). It is 
attractive to consider this 'sc-' spelling as a remnant of the time when it had 
accurately represented the / sk/ pronunciation, but there is no proof that 'sc-' 
was anything apart from the normal way of spelling /sch/, and 'c' sometimes 
occurs for /ch/ (see chap. 3)? possibly by analogy with this usage. The insertion 
of the 'h' was presumably to prevent mispronunciation as / s/, as found in loan 
words such as "science".
Such spellings still occur in later texts, being fairly common in the Boecius 
translation, e.g. "gescreven, bescauene, gramscappen", alongside "beschermen, 
beschaemt". The Exercitium has "scriver, scade", "screid" is used by De Gastelein, 
and Anna Bijns has such spellings as "eerstsce". By the end of the Middle Dutch 
period however the spelling had become firmly settled as 'sch' in initial and 
medial position, except before 'r', where 'scr-' is not infrequent, e.g. on page 
43 of the Twe-spraack - "scryven" (see also Meurier below).




beginnende met 'sc', voubt altoos 'b'. bij" (p.86). Van Heule uses a few 'sc'
spellings in his etymology lists (1633 p.159) in order to illustrate the 
similarities with Latin words. For a much later attempt at resurrecting 'sc' 
see Smits and Schumann below.
One side effect of the use of 'sc' is criticised by Erasmus in 1528. So 
used were readers to pronouncing Dutch 'sc' as / sch/ that they did the same for 
Latin: "Nos hie & alio peccamus modo, spiritum addentes, 'c' quoties antecedit 
's', & sequitur 'a' vel 'u', 'schando' sonantes nro 'scando', & 'schutum' pro 
'scutum'". In 1764 De Haes records this as the normal pronunciation: "de Latynæhe
'sc' worden by ons ... uytgesproken gelyk 'sch', als of 'er stond 'schipio,
schiro, schedule'", as too did Van Geesdalle a little earlier: "De 'sch' der ; 
Vlaenische word op de selve wijse uytgesproken als de 'sc' der Latynsche"' in /
dese woorden; Scribere, seelus, sciphus &c" (p.47). See also the comments of 
Winschooten and the "Inleyding" below. In the same context can be noted the
(spelling-?)pronunciation of "beschuit" from French "biscuit".
This is a minor, but interesting variant, enjoying the greatest of its 
limited popularity around the end of the 17th century, and again about a century 
later. The actual date of origin is not known, and although final '-sg(e)' 
spellings are knovm at an early date (see below), the first reference to initial 
'sg-' comes in 1683, when it is already sufficiently well known for Winschooten 
to criticise it; "De bekende spelling SCH in de aanvang van een woord ... is f
onberispelijk" (except in foreign names such as 'Scipio, Scylla')"... en het ;
I
baat haar geensins die sonder reede en sonder voorbeeld van iemand ter weereld < 
de SCH in dit deel veranderen in SG gelijk in 'sgryven, sgenken'; want dit 
strijd reegelregt teegen de gewoon'lijke uitspraak en spellingen deeser woorden".
He seems to think it a fairly recent phenomenon. It is rather strange however 
that he should criticise this spelling, since it is only a symptom of a theory
which he himself firmly supported - that 'ch' should be avoided in Dutch words
(see chap.3). It is just that it has been talcen one step further tlian he would 
envisage.
Although Winschooten does not say where he has seen these forms, it was to
ùii. il
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b e  n o  g r e a t  l e n g t h  o f  t i m e  b e f o r e  t h e y  w e r e  a c t i v e l y  s u p p o r t e d  b y  a  g r a m m a r .
T h i s  ' . ' a s  i n  1 6 9 6  b y  D u i k e r  i n s ,  w h o ,  h o w e v e r ,  r e a l i s e s  t h a t  s i n c e  i t  w a s  a  f a i r l y  
r a d i c a l  s p e l l i n g ,  w h i c h  m i g h t  c o n f u s e  h i s  y o u t l i f u l  a u d i e n c e ,  i t  s h o u l d  b e  
a v o i d e d  i n  t h e  a c t u a l  t e x t :  " T e n  e y n d e  d e  s e l v e  n i e t  d o o r  i n g e b e e l d e  m o e j e l y k h e y t  
v a n  o n s e  w i j s e  v a n  s p e l l e n  a f g e s c h r i k t  w o r d e n .  W a n t  ' S g a a d ,  s g a a m d ,  s g a n d '  v o o r  
' S c h a a d ,  s c h a a n d ,  s c h a n d ' » , .  g e e f t ,  i k  b e k e n  h e t ,  z o o  m e r k e l i j k e  v e r a n d e r i n g e ,  
v o o r  d e  o n g e o e f f e n d e .  . . .  D e r h a l v e . . . ,  e n  n i e t  o m  d a t  w y  o o r d e l e n  h e t  z o o  b e s t  
i s ,  b l y v e n  w e  i n  d e c s e ,  d o o r  d i t  g e h e e l e  w e r k j e  v a n  s o m m i g e  o n s e  g r o n d - r e g e l s  
v e r s c h i l l e n "  ( I n t r o d u c t i o n ) .
I n  t h e s e  r u l e s  w h i c h  h e  m e n t i o n s  ( p . 3 2 ) ,  h e  r e p o r t s  t h a t  t h i s  s p e l l i n g ,  
a l r e a d y  i n  e x i s t e n c e ,  i s  v e r y  n e w ,  a n d  a l s o  t h e o r e t i c a l l y  s u p e r i o r :  " W i j d e r s  
w o r d  i n  o n s e  T a a l  d e  C .  g e b r u y k t  i n  . . .  ' S c h a a d ,  S c h a a m d ' . . .  D i e  h i e r  d e  G .  i n  
p l a a t s  v a n  ' c h '  s p e l l e n  v o l d o e n  w e l  e y g e n d l i j k s t ,  d e  I c r a g t ,  d i e  s u l k  s l a g  v a n  
w o o r d e n  i n  h e t  u y t s p r e k e n  h e b b e n  ( c f .  W i n s c h o o t e n ' s  c o m m e n t  1 ) ;  m a a r  a l  z o o  d i t  
i n  o n s e  T a a l  e n  S p e l w i j z e  a l  t e  m e r k e l i j k e  v e r a n d e r i n g  b r e n g d ,  i s  z u l k s  b e s t  
n a a g e l a a t e n ,  w a n t  ' S g a a m d ,  S g a n d ,  S g e e l '  v o o r  ' S c h a a m d ,  S c h a n d ,  S c h o o l ' ,  ' S g o o l ,  
S g o l ,  S g o u t '  v o o r  ' S c h o o l ,  S c h o l ,  S c h o u t ' ,  Z o u w  v e e l e  d i e  a n d e r s  a l  w e l  l e e z e n  
k o n n e n ,  o p  n i e u w  n a  e e n  S c h o o l m e e s t e r  m o e t e n  d o e n  o r a z i e n " .
O n e  s c h o o l m a s t e r  w h o  w o u l d  h a v e  m a d e  a n  a d m i r a b l e  c h o i c e  i n  t h e  l a t t e r  e v e n t  
w a s  K l a a s  N a j e r , -  " S g o o l r > i r .  e n  V o o r s a n g e r  t o t  K w a d i j k :  L e e r d  i n  s y n  K o n s t  e n
K o n s t s g o o l ,  d e  r e g t e  g r o n d e n ,  e n  F o n d a m e n t e n  d e r  N e d e r d u y t s e  S p e l k o n s t :  o o k  
L e e s e n ,  S g r y v e n ,  G y f e r e n ,  I t a l i a a n s  e n  S g e e p s - B o e k - h o u d e n "  ( A m s t e r d a m s e  F o u r a n t  
2 1  A u g u s t  1 7 0 0 ) .  I n  h i s  p u b l i s h e d  w o r k  o n  m a t h e m a t i c s  h e  u s e d  t h e  s a m e  s p e l l i n g  
( t h o u g h  o n l y  a f t e r  p a g e  2 1 1 ) ,  i n c l u d i n g  " s g u y n e ,  i n g e s g r e v e n ,  v e r s g i l ,  g e s g i l ,  
v e r s g o n i n g e n ,  s g i k k e n ,  b l y d s g a p "  ( p p . 22- 40) ,  a n d  e v e n  r e f e r r i n g  t o  t h e  
" R e k e n m r .  J a k o b  v a n d e r  S g u r e " 1
I n  h i s  d e f e n c e  o f  N a j e r ' s  r i g h t  t o  h i s  o w n  s p e l l i n g ,  a g a i n s t  t h e  a t t a c k s  o f  
D o e d i j n s  i n  t h e  " H a e g s c h e  M e r l c u r i u s " ,  M . S .  ( n o t  M . 3 m a l l e g a u g e  a s  s o m e t i m e s  
m a i n t a i n e d  -  s e e  D i b b e t s  p . 2 0 7 ,  n o t e  9 0 ) ,  t h o u g h  u s i n g  ' s c h - '  h i m s e l f ,  s a y s  t h a t  
N a j e r  s p e l l s  " s g a a p ,  s g o w t , . . .  o p  e e n  r e g t e  e n  b e h o o r l y k e  w i j s e "  ( p . 6 5 ) .  H e  
a l s o  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  r a d i c a l  a v o i d a n c e  o f  ' c h '  b y  D u i k e r i u s  " a l  e h  h e e f t  h y  n i e t  
g e s p e l t  ' s g a a d ,  s g a n d ,  s g a a m t ' "  i n  p r a c t i c e  ( p . 15) .
; i  11-
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A further reference is made two years l a t e r ,  in a fairly impartial tone, by 
E . G . P . :  " K e n  z o u  m i s s c h l e n  d e z e  l e t t e r  ( c )  g a n t s c h e l i j k  k o n n e n  d e r v e n ,  t e n  w a r e  
m e n  s e  v a n  d o e n  h a d d e  o m  ' c h '  o f t e  d e  G r i e k s c h e  ' C h i '  u y t  t e  d r u k k e n :  a l s  ( b y  
v o o r b e e l d t )  i n  ' s c h r y v e n ' .  S o r a n i g e  n o g t a n s  r n e y n e n  d i t  m e t  d e  0 .  g o e d t  t e  m a k e n ,  
e n  ' S f ^ y v e n '  i n  p l a e t s  v a n  ' s c h r y v e n '  b e  s p e l l e n .  D o c h  i k  g e l o o f  d a t  d e s e  
n i e u w i g h e y b  w e y n i g e n  i n g a n g  b y  d e  l i e f h e b b e r e n  v i n d e n  z a l "  ( p . 1 1 ) .  I n  t h i s  h e  
w a s  q u i t e  c o r r e c t ,  f o r  t h e  u s a g e  s e e m s  n e v e r  t o  h a v e  b e e n  w i d e s p r e a d ,  a n d  H a i e r  I s
t h e  o n l y  a c t u a l  u s e r  l o c a t e d .  I t  m a y  w e l l  h a v e  b e e n  m o r e  w i d e s p r e a d ,  s i n c e  t h e  
n u m b e r  o f  r e f e r e n c e s  t o  b e  f o u n d  c o n c e r n i n g  i t  a r e  u n l i k e l y  t o  h a v e  b e e n  a l l
c a u s e d  b y  a  s o l i t a r y  g r a m m a r  ( D u i k e r i u s )  a n d  a  s o l i t a r y  u s e r  (Najer).
T u i n m a n  i n  1722 c e r t a i n l y  knew t h e  s p e l l i n g ,  w h e n  m u s i n g  o n  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  
o f  ' c ' :  " H o e  k o m t  ' c ' t u s s e n  ' s '  e n  ' h '  a a n  ' t  g e l u i d  v a n  ' g ' ?  Z e k e r l y k  ' s g o o n '
d r u k t  d a t  b e t e r  u i t ,  hoewel h e t  g e b r u i k  d a t  n u  w e i n i g  b e g u n s t i g t ,  e n  o o k  d e  o u d e n
d a a r  t o e  w e i n i g  a a n l e i d i n g  g a v e n " .  T e n  K a t e  i s  m o r e  c r i t i c a l ,  h o w e v e r ,  w h e n  
s p e a k i n g  o f  " d e  S G  i n  s t e e  v a n  S G H "  (1.122): " D e  t w é é l e ë d i g e  g e d a a n t e  h e e f t  
s o m m i g e n  v a n  n i e w e r  t i j d  m i s l e i d  g e h a d ,  o m  d e  G H  t e  w i l l e n  v e r b a n n e n ,  v e r m i t s  i n  
d e n  k l a n l c ,  v o o r  w e l k e i i  G H  d i e n t ,  g é é n e  d u b b e l h é i d ,  v e e l  r a i n  G  n o g t e  H  g e h o o r t  
w o r d ;  w a a r o m  z e  o o k  S G  v o o r  S C H  ( a l s  ' s g o o n '  v o o r  ' S G H C C N ' )  z o c h t e n  i n  t e  v o e r e n " .  
B o t h  h e  a n d  T u i n m a n  a r e  o f  t h e  o p i n i o n  t h a t  t h i s  u s a g e  i s  n o w  o b s o l e t e .  T o  
j u d g e  b y  t h e s e  c o m m e n t s ,  t h e  p h e n o m e n o n  w o u l d  s e e m  t o  h a v e  begun i n  a b o u t  1 6 8 0 ,  
a n d  d i e d  o u t  b e f o r e  1720.
H o w e v e r ,  i n  t h e  l a t e r  y e a r s  o f  t h e  same c e n t u r y  f u r t h e r  comments a r e  t o  b e  
f o u n d .  V a n  d e r  P a l m  i s  t h e  f i r s t  t o  r e n e w  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  i n  1 7 6 9 ,  w h e n  h e  
m e n t i o n s  " ' s c h o o n ,  s c h r y v e n '  e n z .  w a e r  v o o r  m e n  g e e n  ' s g o o n ,  s g r y v e n '  e n z .  s p e l l e n  
k a n "  ( p . 10). A l t h o u g h  i t  c a n n o t  b e  r u l e d  o u t  t h a t  h e  h a s  m e r e l y  s e e n  t h e s e  f o r m s  
i n  t h e  o l d e r  w o r k s  s u c h  a s  T u i n m a n  a n d  T e n  K a t e ,  i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  a  m i l d  
r e s u r r e c t i o n  h a d  o c c u r r e d ,  t h i s  t i m e  i n  t h e  S o u t h .  " J a n s s e n s  i s  z o o  grooten 
v y a n d  v a n  d e  ' G H ' ,  d a t  h y ,  o r a  d e  z e l v e  g e h e e l y k  u y t  o n z e  T a e l  t e  b a n n e n ,  v o o r s t e l t :  
d e  ' G '  h u n n e  p l a e t s e  t e  l a t e n  v e r v u l l e n ,  e n ,  v o o r  ' s c h a n d e ,  s c h r y v e n ' ,  ' s g a n d e ,  
s g r y v e n '  t e  s t e l l e n ;  d o g  i k  d e n k e ,  d a t  z y n e  v o o r s t e l l i n g  v a n  n a v o l g i n g e  z a l  
v e r v r e m d  b l y v e n .  W y  k o n n e n  d e z e  i n  ' t  b e g i n  d e r  L e t t e r g r e p e n  n i e t  m i s s e n ,  e n  
2 y  g e v e n  h u n  g e l u y d  i n  ' s c h a n d e n ,  s c h e n d e n '  g e l y k  h i e r  t e  lande b y  d e  L a t j m e n  i n
' s c h e m a ,  s c h i s t u s '  e n z . "  ( c f  E r a s m u s  a b o v e ) .
T h i s  c o m m e n t  c o m e s  f r o m  t h e  " I n l e y d i n g "  o f  1 7 8 5 ,  b u t  i s  r a t h e r  m i s l e a d i n g ,  
a s  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u o t a t i o n  o f  w h a t  J a n s s e n s  a c t u a l l y  s a y s  w h o u l d  m a k e  c l e a r :
" V r .  W a t  m o e t  m e n  d o e n  m e t  d e  L e t t e r s  ' c  ' e n  ' h ' ,  d i e  z o o  d i W i l s  n o o d i g  
s c h y n e n  t e  z y n  i n  d e  w o o r d e n  ' S c h o o n ,  S c h a n d e ,  S c h r y v e n '  e n z . ?  A n t .  I k  
b e v i n d e  d a t  d i e  w o o r d e n  d e  z e l v e  k r a g t  h e b b e n  m e t  d e  ' g ' :  w a n t  h e e f t  d e  ' s '  z o o  
eén s c h e r p  o f  s c h e t t e r e n d e  - e l u i d  v o o r  d e  l e t t e r s  ' 1 ,  m ,  n ,  p ,  t '  v o l g e n s  d e  
l e e r i n g e  v a n  P . B .  g e d r u k t  b y  B i n c k e n  b i n n e n  A n t w e r p e n , . . .  h e t  z e l v e  g e l u i d  h e e f t  
z y  o o k  v o o r  d e  ' g ' ,  g e l y k  m e n  k a n  z i e n  i n  d e  w o o r d e n  ' ^ s  m o r g e n s ,  s n o o d e n ,  
s p r u i t e n ,  o p s g o r t e n ,  s g o o n ,  s g r o o d e n ,  s g r y v e n ,  s g a n d e '  e n z . " .  W h a t  h e  m e a n s  i s  
t h a t  i n  the s o u n d  n o r m a l l y  s p e l t  ' s c h '  t h e  ' s '  i s  u n v o i c e d ,  j u s t  a s  b e f o r e  t h e  
o t h e r  l e t t e r s  h e  m e n t i o n s ,  a n d  t h a t  e v e n  i f  ' g '  w e r e  p l a c e d  a f t e r  i t ,  i t  w o u l d  
m a k e  n o  d i f f e r e n c e .  T h a t  h e  k n e w  o f  s u c h  s p e l l i n g s  i s  n o t  a  v a l i d  d e d u c t i o n  
f r o m - t h i s  s t a t e m e n t ,  t h o u g h  i t  c a n n o t  b e  r u l e d  o u t .  N o w h e r e  d o e s  h e  u s e  s u c h  a  
s p e l l i n g  i n  h i s  g r a m m a r .  A  l a t e r  c o m m e n t  o n  f i n a l  ' - s g e '  ( s e e  D e  N e c k e r e  b e l o w )  
m a y  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  ' s g - '  f o r m s  w e r e  i n d e e d  k n o w n  i n  t h e  S o u t h  a t  t h i s  t i m e .
O d d l y  e n o u g h  t h i s  s a m e  s p e l l i n g  w a s  t o  r e a p p e a r  s o m e  2 0 0  y e a r s  l a t e r ,  
t h o u g h  n o t  i n  f a v o u r a b l e  c i r c u m s t a n c e s ;  I n  h i s  s p e c u l a t i o n s  o n  w h a t  r a d i c a l  
s p e l l i n g  r e f o r m e r s  w o u l d  d e v i s e  n e x t ,  M u l i s c h  s u g g e s t s  " s g a v e n "  a s  a  p o t e n t i a l  
" v e r w o e s t i n g "  f o r  " s c h a v e n "  ( c f .  " l a g g e n "  chap.4 ) .  T h e r e  i s  a c t u a l l y  l i t t l e  
w h i c h  c a n  b e  h e l d  a g a i n s t  s u c h  a  s p e l l i n g ,  a p a r t  f r o m  u n f a m i l i a r i t y .
S k h -
T h i s  p o s s i b l y  u n i q u e  s p e l l i n g  w a s  proposed b y  V a n  D a e l e  i n  1805, on t h e  
s i m p l e  g r o u n d s  t h a t  s i n c e  ' c ' a n d  ' k '  a r e  " e e n e  e n  d e  s e l v e  b o e k - s t a e f "  t h e y  
a r e  m u t u a l l y  i n t e r c h a n g e a b l e ,  e v e n  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  o f  " s c h e l d e n / s k h e l d e n " ( N o , l ,  1 5 ) .
S h -
T h i s  i s  e q u a l l y  u n i q u e l y  p u t  forward b y  V a n  H e u l e  (1633? p.12) i n  l i n e  with 
h i s  g e n e r a l  s i m p l i f i c a t i o n  o f  ' c h '  t o  ' h '  ( s e e  c h a p . 3 ) .  A l t h o u g h  t h i s  i s  
i n s p i r e d  b y  a  s i m i l a r  m o v e  f r o m  D e  H e u i t e r  t h e  l a t t e r  r e t a i n e d  ' s c h ' .  V a n  H e u l e  
o n l y  a c t u a l l y  u a e s  t h i s  s p e l l i n g  i n  " S h e p t e r "  i n  t h e  e t y m o l ^  l i s t  o n  p . 1 5 9  
( c f .  " S c h e p t e r "  p . 156)»
426.
F i n a l  a n d  m e d i a l  ' s c h ' ,  ' s '  a n d  v a r i a n t s
U n l i k e  t h e  v e r y  u n i f o r m  d e v e l o p m e n t  d e s c r i b e d  a b o v e ,  t h e  s p e l l i n g  i n  o t h e r  
p o s i t i o n s ,  w h e t h e r  i n  l i v i n g  s u f f i x e s  s u c h  a s  ' - i s c h ' ,  o r  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s  s u c h  
a s  " m e n s c h ,  t u s s c h e n " ,  h a s  b e e n  a  t h o r n y  p r o b l e m  r i g h t  u p  t o  t h e  p r e s e n t  d a y ,  
w h e n  t h e  l a s t  r e l i c s  o f  t h e  ' - s c h '  s p e l l i n g  a r e  b e i n g  t i d i e d  a w a y .  A t  t h e  e n d  
o f  a  w o r d  w h e  / s c h /  s o u n d  w a s  a l r e a d y  a s s i m i l a t e d  t o  / s /  a s  e a r l y  a s  i n  M i d d l e  
D u t c h  ( S c h o n f e l d  § . 7 2 ) .  I n t e r n a l l y  ( e . g .  i n  " t u s s c h e n ,  m e n s c h e n " )  i t  l a s t e d  
m u c h  l o n g e r ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  S o u t h e r n  d i a l e c t s ;  i n  H o l l a n d  p r o v i n c e  ( U o r t h  
a n d  S o u t h )  a n  / - s k /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  l i n g e r e d  o n ,  a n d  s t i l l  l i v e s  i n  s o m e  d i a l e c t s  
a b o v e  t h e  I J .  T o  c o m p l i c a t e  t h e  m a t t e r  f u r t h e r ,  m a n y  w o r d s  w h i c h  s h o u l d  h a v e  
h a d  t h e  ' - s c h '  s p e l l i n g  l o s t  i t  b y  a n a l o g y ,  e . g .  " b r o o s ( c h ) ,  v l e e s ( c h ) ,  m a a s ( c h ) "  
b y  a n a l o g y  w i t h  s u c h  a s  " l o o s ,  p e e s ,  k a a s "  ( l o c . c i t . ) .
I t  w o u l d  b e  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  t o  e x p e c t  t h a t  s p e l l i n g  w o u l d  r e f l e c t  t h i s  s t a t e  
o f  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  a n d  t h a t  a f t e r  t h e  M i d d l e  A g e s  t h e  s p e l l i n g  ' - s '  w o u l d  b e  
n o r m a l ,  b u t  i n  f a c t  o n  t h e  w h o l e  i t  d i d  n o t .  T h e  s t a n d a r d  s p e l l i n g  w a s  t h e  
h i s t o r i c a l  b u t  p r o g r e s s i v e l y  l e s s  o f t e n  f u l l y  p r o n o u n c e d  ' - s c h ' ,  u n t i l  1 9 3 4  
w h e n  M a r c h a n t  p u t  t h e  f i r s t  o f f i c i a l  n a i l  i n  i t s  c o f f i n .  I t  i s  u s u a l l y  
i m p o s s i b l e  t o  t e l l  w h e t h e r  a  w r i t e r  w h o  s p e l l s  ' - s c h '  p r o n o u n c e d  i t  f u l l y ,  a n d  
u n f o r t u n a t e l y  n o t  m a n y  g p r a m m a r i a n s  e l a b o r a t e  o n  t h i s  e i t h e r .
T h a t  i n  M i d d l e  D u t c h  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  w a s  c o m m o n l y  / s /  i s  c l e a r l y  s h o w n ,  
f i r s t l y  b y  s e v e r a l  i n s t a n c e s  o f  p h o n e t i c  s p e l l i n g s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  t h e  w o r d s  
" v i s ,  v e r s "  e t c . ,  a n d  s e c o n d l y  b y  h y p e r c o r r e c t  s p e l l i n g s  -  w o r d s  s p e l t  w i t h  
' s c h '  b u t  u n d o u b t e d l y  s p o k e n  w i t h  / s / .  E x a m p l e s  o f  t h e  l a t t e r  a r e  f o u n d  i n  t h e  
W e s t  F l a n d e r s  " O o r k o n d e n "  -  " l a n s c h  w e r t "  ( =  " l a n d s  w a a r d " ) ,  f r o m  R o e r m o n d  
" o v e r m i j t s c h "  (= % i i t s " ) ,  a n d  s u c h  w o r d s  a s  " w a s s c h e n "  u s e d  f o r  " t o  g r o w " , a n d  
" v r e e s c h e l i c "  ( s e e  S c h o n f e l d  p . 9 5 ) .  S a l v e r d a  d e  G r a v e  r e c o r d s  ( p . 2 5 5 )  a n  
i n c o r r e c t  ' s c h '  i n  s u c h  l o a n  w o r d s  a s  " b a ^ c h e "  ( b a s i s ) ,  " b u s s c h e "  ( " b u s " ) ,  
" d i v e r s e h "  ( c f  V a l c o o g h  b e l o w ) ,  " p e e r t s c h "  ( " p a a r s " ) ,  o n  w h i c h  h e  n o t e s  t h a t  
" D i t  s i j n  v e r k e e r d e  s c h r i j f w i j z e n ,  d i e  t o n e n  d a t  i n  h e t  N e d e r l a n d s c h  ' s c h '  
r e e d s  i n  d e  o u d s t e  p é r i o d e  o n g e v e e r  a l s  ' s '  w e r d  u i t g e s p r o k e n " .  U n f o r t u n a t e l y  
h e  d o e s  n o t  e l a b o r a t e  o n  t h e  w o r d  " o n g e v e e r " .
O n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  s o m e  w r i t t e n  f o r m s  q u i t e  c l e a r l y  s h o w  t h a t  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  
W a s  p r o n o u n c e d  f u l l y :  e . g .  i n  t h e  Z u t p h e n  " O o r k o n d e n "  -  " t u s g h e n ,  e y s g e n .
visghoj/e" (see above) - strongly indicating a full pronunciation at least in 
Zutphen, or at the very least f o r  the scribe who w r o t e  the t e x t  (see Obreen &
V a n  L o e y ) .  V a n  L o e y  ( Z W B r ) ,  g i v e n  t h e  v a r i a t i o n  b e t w e e n  * - s ,  - s c h ,  - s g h ' ,  
p o s t u l a t e s  t w o  p r o n u n c i a t i o n s  h e l d  b y  d i f f e r e n t  s c r i b e s .  S i m i l a r l y ,  t o w a r d s  t h e  
e n d  o f  t h e  M i d d l e  D u t c h  p e r i o d  o n e  c a n  f i n d  i n  t h e  p o e m s  o f  a n d  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  
A n n a  B i j n s  s u c h  f o r m s  a s  " l a s c h e n ,  a e y l a e s c h e n ^  f o r  t h e  m o r e  u s u a l  " e y l a c e n " ,  
w h e r e  a  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  i s  u n l i k e l y .  L i k e w i s e  i n  t h e  f o r m  
" d i v e r s c h e "  i n  V a l c o o g h  a n d  V a n  d e r  G u c h t ,  a l l u d e d  t o  a b o v e ;  t h i s  w a s  l a t e r  
a c c e p t e d  b y  a n a l o g y  w i t h  o t h e r  a d j e c t i v e s ,  a n d  J a n s s e s  u s e s  i t  i n  1 7 7 5 .  W . N . T .  
g i v e s  i t  a s  a n  o b s o l e t e  v a r i a n t .  P l a n t i j n  u s e s  t h e  h y p e r c o r r e c t  f o r m  
" F r a n c o i s s c h e "  i n  t h e  s e n t e n c e  q u o t e d  e a r l i e r  ( c h a p . 2 ) .
W i t h  t h e  s p r e a d  o f  e d u c a t i o n ,  a n d  w i d e r  r e a d i n g  h a b i t s ,  b r i n g i n g  a  c e r t a i n  
a m o u n t  o f  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  s p e l l i n g  o f  t h e  l 6 t h  a n d  1 7 t h  c e n t u r i e s ,  u s a g e  
s e t t l e d  d o w n  t o  ' - s c h ' ,  w i t h  o n l y  r a r e  e x c e p t i o n s .  T h e  B o e c i u s  t r a n s l a t i o n  a n d  
t h e  E x e r c i t i u m  c o n s i s t e h t l y  s p e l l  ' - s c h ' ,  w i t h  o n l y  r a r e  ' - s '  f o r m s  ( " e y s e n "  i n  
t h e  l a t t e r ) .  V a n  d e  W e r v e  l i s t s  " a f w a s s c h e n ,  a f w a s s i n g e " ,  b u t  n o r m a l l y  u s e s  ' s c h ' .  
S e x a g i u s  s p e l l s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  w i t h  ' - s c h '  t h o s e  w o r d s  w h i c h  e t y m o l o g i c a l l y  d e r i v e  
f r o m  ' - s k ' ,  a l l  o t h e r s  w i t h  ' - s ' ,  f r o m  w h i c h  D i b b e t s  ( p . 1 6 8 )  d e d u c e s  t h a t  h e  
p r o b a b l y  p r o n o u n c e d  t h e  f o r m e r  w i t h  t h e  f r i c a t i v e .
De Heuiter does not make the same distinction, but he knows of the existence
of the two pronunciations, he personally preferring / s/ for aesthetic reasons:
" V  t a l e  i n t  s p r e k e n  e n  n l i r i v e n  z a l  z e e r  v e r z a h t e n ,  i n d i e n  u  g e l i e f t  m e t t e r  t i j t  
a f b r e k e n ,  e n  v e r l a t e n  d ' o u d e  g e w e n t e  v a n  v e e l  c o n s o n a n t e n  i n t  m i d d e l  e n  e i n d e  
d e r  w o o r d e  b i j  e e n  t e  b r e i n g e n  . . .  ' N e d e r l a n t s /  N e d e r l a n t s c h ,  m e n s /  m e n s c h ,  
w e n s /  w e n s c h  . . .  i n  w e I k e  w o o r d e n  g r o o t e  h a r t h e i t  m a k e n  d r i j  c o n s o n a n t e n  m e t  
m o u i t e n  e n  s l a i n x  g e b l a z e  m e l k a n d e r  z o n d e r  n o o t  u i t  d e n  m o n t  s t o t e n d e " , -  h e  n o t  
o n l y  d i s a p p r o v e s  o f  t h e  s p e l l i n g  ' - s c h ' ,  h e  a l s o  d i s a p p r o v e s  o f  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  
/ s o b / L  I n  i n f l e c t e d  f o r m s  h e  i s  n o t  o p p o s e d  t o  t h e  s o u n d i n g  o f  t h e  f r i c a t i v e :  
" s p r e k e n d e  v a n  v e e l ,  k i e s t  d a t  u  g e l i e f t ,  ' m e n s c h e n ,  N e d e r l a n t s c h e n ' ,  o f  ' m e n s e n ,  
N e d e r l a n t s e n ' ,  e t c " .  H e  l a t e r  a l s o  c o m m e n t s  t h a t  " n a t u i r e  l e e r t  d a t m e n  a l d u s  
b e h o o r t  t e  s p e l l e n :  ' r a e n - s c h e n ,  w e n - s c h e n ,  p e n - s c h e n ' ,  b e m e r c k e n d e  d a t  ' c '  e n  ' h '
b i e r  h a l f  o v e r v l o u d i g  z i j n " .  I n  " t u s c h e n "  a n d  a t  t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  a  w o r d  h e
^ G g a r d s  ' s c h '  a s  t h e  o n l y  p o s s i b l e  s p e l l i n g ;  a t  t h e  e n d  h e  u s e s  ' - s '  -  f o r
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e x a m p l e  w h e n  d i s c u s s i n g  the u s e  o f  ' s '  h e  s a y s  t h a t  i t  m u s t  b e  u s e d  i n  t h e  
s u f f i x  ' s e ' ,  a s  i n  " L a t i j n s e ,  G r i e c s e , . . . " .  I n  g e n e r a l  t e r m s  h o w e v e r ,  h e  w o u l d  
b e  s a t i s f i e d  i f  t h o s e  w h o  s p o k e  / s /  s p e l t  ' s ' ,  a n d  t h o s e  w h o  s p o k e  / s c h /  s p e l t  
' s c h ' ! : ,  p r o v i d e d  e a c h  w a s  u s e d  c o n s i s t e n t l y .
T h e  T w e - s p r a a c k  r e c o m m e n d s  ' s c h '  i n  " s c h e p ,  s c h i p "  e t c . ,  b u t  d o e s  n o t  
d i s c u s s  i t s  u s e  i n  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s .  U s a g e  w i t h i n  t h e  t e x t  i s  e r r a t i c ;  " D u y t s ,  
D u i t s e "  ( p . 64)  " H o o g h d u i t s c h e n "  ( p . 6 3 ) ,  e t c . .  O n e  g r a m m a r i a n  w h o  d e f i n i t e l y  
h e a r s  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  a t  t h e  e n d  o f  a  w o r d  i s  G a b r i e l  M e u r i e r  i n  1 5 5 6 ?  i n  h i s  
t r e a t i s e  " D e l l a  p r o n o n c i a t i o n e  t e d e s c a "  -  " M o l t i  v o c a b o l i  T e d e s c l i i  ( = D u t c h )  
f i n i s c o n o  p e r  ' h ' ,  c o m e  ' v l e e s c h ,  v i s c h ' . . .  q u a l i  s i  p r o n o n c i a n o  a  l a  f i r e n t i n a  
c i o e  u n  p o c o  d i  l a  g o l a " ,  i . e .  a  f r i c a t i v e  g u t t u r a l  ( i n i t i a l l y  h e  u s e s  ' s c - '  
h o w e v e r ,  a s  i n  " s c a e t ,  s c a e l " ) .
T h e  u s e  o f  ' s c h '  i n  V a n  d e  N o o t ' s  l i n e s  " . . .  e n  d a e r  v e r d r i e t /  I n  m i j n  
V e e r s c h e n  s a l  l e s e n "  ( O d e  a a n  O l y m p i a )  i s  o r o b a b l y  h y p e r c o r r e c t ,  b u t  V a n  d e r  
8 c h u e r e  s e e m s  t o  h e a r  a  r e g u l a r  f r i c a t i v e : " a l s  v o o r  d e  ' h '  e e n  ' s '  k o m t ,  d a n  
m o e t  d e  ' c ' o o k  d a e r  t u s s c h e n  b e y d e  g e v o e g d  w o r d e n  i n  ' s c h a n d i g ,  s c h e r p , s c h i m p i g ,  
v e r s c h ,  g e s p ,  g e e s t ' " ;  h e  d o e s  n o t  s a y  w h e t h e r  h e  r e f e r s  t o  t h e  s p e l l i n g  a l o n e  
o r  a l s o  t o  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  a n d  h e  m a y  b e  r e a c t i n g  t o  ' s h '  w h i c h  c o u l d  b e  
g e n e r a t e d  b y  D e  H e u i t e r ' s  r u l e s  ( s e e  a b o v e ,  a n d  c h a p . 3 ) .
S p o r a d i c  ' - s '  s p e l l i n g s  o c c u r  i n  m o s t  i v r i t e r s '  p r i n t e d  w o r k s ,  b u t  m o s t  o f t e n  
t h e y  a r e  t y p e - s e t t e r s '  s p e l l i n g s ,  e . g .  R o e m e r  V i s s c h e r ' s  a n d  S t a r t e r ' s  " F r a n s e " ,  
B r e d e r o ' s  " d u y t s ,  v l e e s ,  v i s " .  C o s t e r ' s  " v a l s e " ,  B o n t e k o e ' s  " v i s "  ( a l o n g s i d e  
" v i s s c h e n " ) ,  a n d  " E n g l e s ,  D u y t s "  i n  t h e  " G r o o t e n  V o c a b u l a e r " .  B u t  a l s o  " i n  d e  
1 7 d e  e e u w  ( v i n d t )  m e n  b i j  B r e d e r o ,  S t a r t e r  e . a .  v o r m e n  a l s  ' l a s k - i j z e r ,  m e n s k ,  
P a a s k e - p r o n k "  ( S c h o n f e l d  l o c . c i t . ) ,  w h e r e  a  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  t h e  s i m p l e  
/ s /  i s  i n d i c a t e d ,  p r e s u m a b l y  a n  a t t e m p t  t o  s u g g e s t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  d i a l e c t  f o r m .  
H u y g e n s  r h y m e s  " V i s s "  w i t h  " i s " ,  a n d  " v i s s e n "  w i t h  " m i s c h e n "  ( e . g .  i n  t h e  
e p i g r a m  " K l e i n e  V i s s " ) ,  s u g g e s t i n g  t h a t  h e  p r o n o u n c e d  a l l  w i t h  / s / .  V o n d e l  t o o  
u s e s  m i x e d  r h y m e s ,  e . g .  " W a t  R i j n ,  w a t  s t r o o r a ,  w a t  m e e r ,  w a t  g r o n d e l o o z e  p l a s s e n  
/  V e r m o g e n  l i j f  e n  z i e l  v a n  d e z e  v l e c k  t e  w a s s c h e n ? "  ( M a e g h d e n ) .
I n  V a n  H e u l e ' s  f i r s t  e d i t i o n  t h e r e  i s  a  h i n t  a t  t h e  / s /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n :  " a l s  
m e n  z e g t  ' V a d e r s  g o e t ' ,  d a t  i s  b y  n a e  z o v e e l  a l s  ' V a d e r s c h '  o f t e  ' V a d e r l i c  g o e t ' ,  
a l z o  o o k  ' W a e r e l t s  v e r d e r f ,  d a t  i s  b y  n a e  z o  v e e l  a l s  ' W a e r e l s c h  v e r d e r f  ' "  (  s i c ) .
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W h a t  h o  m e a n s  p r e c i s e l y  b y  " b y  n a e "  i n  n o t  c l e a r ,  b u t  h e  e v i d e n t l y  h e a r s  a  v e r y  
g r e a t  s i m i l a r i t y  b e t w e e n  " V a d e r s "  a n d  " V a d e r s c h " .  I n  h i s  s e c o n d  e d i t i o n  (1633) 
h e  r e c o r d s  b o t h  p r o n u n c i a t i o n s  s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i n  t h e  s e c t i o n  " R i j m v e r - l o f " :  " o m  
d e  u y t s p r a k e  d e r  w o o r d e n  t e  v e - z o e t e n  z o  w o r d e n  d i k - m a e l  e e n i g e  l e t t e r e n  
n a e r - g e l a t e n  a l s  ' M e n s e ' ,  v o o r  ' M e n s c h e ' ,  ' Z e e u s e ' ,  ' H o l l a n s e '  v o o r  ' Z e e u s c h e ,  
H o l l a n s c h e ' "  ( p . 1/^6).  I n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  o n c e  m o r e  h e  e c h o e s  D e  H e u i t e r  m o r e  i n  
h i s  s e c o n d  e d i t i o n  t h a n  i n  t h e  f i r s t .  T h a t  h e  i s  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  
a n d  n o t  m e r e l y  s p e l l i n g  h e r e  i s  s h o w n  n o t  o n l y  b y  t h e  r e f e r e n c e  t o  " u y t s p r a J c e "  
b u t  a l s o  t o  t h e  d e l i b e r a t e  s e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h i s  c a s e  f r o m  t h o s e  i n  t h e  n e x t  
p a r a g r a p h  w h e r e  " i n  v e e l e  w o o r d e n  k a n  d e  v e r m i n d e r i n g ,  d e r  l e t t e r e n  o o c  p l a e t s e  
h e b b e n ,  z o n d e r  v e r a n d e r i n g  d e r  u i t s p r a k e " ,  c o v e r i n g  s u c h  e x a m p l e s  a s  " h o ( o ) r e n " .
O n e  o d d i t y  i n  V a n  H e u l e * s  s y s t e m  i s  t h a t  h e  r e j e c t s  " e e n  D u y t s c h e "  f o r  " a  
G e r m a n "  i n  f a v o u r  o f  " e e n  D u y t s " ,  b u t  a l l o w s  " ' e e n e  D u y t s e ' . . .  a l s  w y  v a n  e e n e  
v r o u w e  s p r e k e n "  (l633, p . 105). H o w  m u c h  h e  i s  s p e a k i n g  h e r e  o f  t h e  p r e s e n c e  or 
a b s e n c e  o f  ' c h *  a n d  h o w  m u c h  o f  t h e  ' - e *  i s  n o t  m a d e  c l e a r .  T h e  r e s o l u t i o n s  o f  
t h e  B i b l e  t r a n s l a t o r s  r e j e c t  t h i s  c o n t e m p o r a r y  ' s '  s p e l l i n g :  " ' V l e e s c h ,  V i s c h ,  
M e n s c h '  s c r i b e n d u m ,  n o n  ' v l e e s , . . . v i s ,  m e n s ' " .
Arapzing (l628) uses 'z' for / s/, but unlike De Hubert (see below) he keeps 
the '-sch' spelling and pronunciation: "de 'h* (slaet) met de 'c' te saemen een 
geluyd ... als onse 'g'. In de zilben met 'sc' beginnende, wilse ooc de 
meklinkers scheyden; ofte ook eene zilbe eyndigen, 'mensch, vleesch, visch'".
L i k e  h i s  p r e d e c e s s o r s  P l e m p  r e c o r d s  b o t h  p r o n u n c i a t i o n s :  " g a n s c h "  i s ,  h e  c l a i m s ,  
c o m p o s e d  " u i t  '  g a n ,  e g a n '  ( d a e r  d e n  G r i e k  %  v o o r  s e i d ,  d e n  s c h e r p e n  a c c e n t  
q u a e l i k  o p  d e n  ' a '  s t e l l e n d e )  e n  ' s '  o f  ' s c h ' " .  B u t  h e  s e e m s  t o  t h i n k  o f  t h e  
f r i c a t i v e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  a s  t h e  m o r e  b a s i c  f o r m ,  s i n c e  h e  d e c l a r e s  " v r i e n d s c h a p ,  
m a e c h s c h a p "  t o  b e  c o m p o s e d  o f  " ' v r i e n d s c h ,  m a e c h s c h '  e n  ' a p ' ;  n i e t  ' v r i e n d ,  
m a e c h '  e n ' s c h a p '  s o o  K i l i a e n  d r o o m t " .  H a d  h e  n o t  k n o w n  t h e  / - s c h /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  
f o r  t h e  a d j e c t i v e  e n d i n g  ' - s c h '  h e  c o u l d  n o t  h a v e  p o s t u l a t e d  s u c h  a  d e r i v a t i o n .
D e s p i t e  \i±s u s u a l  t h o r o u g h  p h o n e t i c  m e t h o d s ,  M o n t a n u s  (1635) d o e s  n o t  d i s c u s s  
t h i s  p h e n o m e n o n  a s  s u c h .  H i s  u s a g e  i s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  w i t h  ' - s ' ,  a n d  o n  p a g e  119 
b e  g i v e s  " m e n s c h "  a s  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  p a r e m p t o s i s  ( N a e s c h i l - c l e e f d u b b e l i n g )  -  c f  
t h e  d o u b l e  s u f f i x  i n  " m i n s t "  f r o m  " m i n " ( " l e s s " ) ;  a n d  o n  p a g e  137 a s  e x a m p l e s  o f  
p a r  a g o  g e  h e  c i t e s  " d u b b e l t /  d u b b e l ,  e  n i c e  I t /  e n l c e l ,  m e n s c h /  m e n s " .  H ë  d o e s  n o t
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s a y  w h e t h e r  t h e y  a r e  p r o n o u n c e d  d i f f e r e n t l y ,  t h o u g h  t h e  c o n t e x t  s u g g e s t s  t h a t  
t h e y  a r e ,  a n d  s i n c e  h e  a d v i s e s  a g a i n s t  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  f i r s t  o f  e a c h  p a i r  a s  
l e s s  c o r r e c t ,  t h i s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  h e  k n o w s  a n d  d i s l i k e s  t h e  / s c h /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n .
I t  i s  i n s t r u c t i v e  o n c e  m o r e  t o  s e e k  h y p e r c o r r e c t  s p e l l i n g s  i n  t h e  w r i t i n g s  
o f  n o n - g r a m m a r i a n s ,  a n d  o n e  w h o  f r e q u e n t l y  d i s p l a y s  t h e m  i s  D e  R u y t e r .
A l o n g s i d e  m a n y  s i m p l e  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  l i k e  " t u s s e n / t u s s c h e n ,  s r a e n s e n ,  G a r y b y s c h e "  
e t c .  o c c u r  s u c h  s p e l l i n g s  a s  " k o u s c h e ,  p r y n s c h e ,  k a n s c h e " ,  a n d  e v e n  " s c h e l l ,  
S c h y c y l g e " »  T h e s e  l a t t e r  e s p e c i a l l y  s u g g e s t  t h a t  f o r  h i m  ' s c h '  i n  m a n y  
p o s i t i o n s  h a d  n o  o t h e r  f u n c t i o n  t h a n  t o  i n d i c a t e  / s /  w h e r e  ' s '  c a m e  b e f o r e  a  
v o w e l .
U n l i k e  m a n y  o f  h i s  p r e d e c e s s o r s  L e u p e n i u s  m e n t i o n s  o n l y  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  
p r o n u n c i a t i o n ;  " D e  ' c ' h e e f t  b y  o n s  g e e n  a n d e r  g e b r u i k ,  d a n  o m  d e  ' h '  e e n  
s t e r k e r  u i t b l a e s i n g e  t e  g e e v e n ,  d a n  s y  v a n  d e  ' g '  o f  ' h '  b e k o m e n  k a n n ,  a l s  i n  
' l i c h a a m ,  m e n s c h e n ,  s c h a a p e n ' ,  d a t  m e n  q u a a l y k  s o u d e  s c h r y v e n  ' l i h h a a m ,  m e n s g e n ,  
s g a a p e n ' " .  I t  i s  p r o b a b l e  t h a t  V a n  d e n  E n d e ,  w h o s e  d i c t i o n a r y  a p p e a r e d  a  y e a r  
l a t e r ,  a l s o  u s e d  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  s i n c e  h e  s t u d i o u s l y  a v o i d s  a n y  
u n n e c e s s a r y  l e t t e r s ,  y e t  a l w a y s  w r i t e s  " m e n s c h ,  v i s c h "  e t c . .  B o l o g n i n o  o n  t h e  
o t h e r  h a n d ,  w h o  k n e w  a n d  o f t e n  c r i t i c i s e d  t h e  l a t t e r ,  u s e s  ' - s ' ,  t h o u g h  w i t h  
m a n y  i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  i n  t h e  t e x t  i t s e l f  ( p r i n t e r s '  s p e l l i n g s ? ) , -  e . g .
" A n t w e r p s c h e ,  N e d e r d u y t s e " .  H i s  c h o i c e  i s  f o r  ' s '  h o w e v e r ,  a s  s e e n  i n  a  
c o m m e n t  r e m a r k a b l y  l i k e  D e  H e u i t e r ' s  g i v e n  a b o v e ,  t h a t  ' s '  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  " i n  
d e  s i l l a b e  ' s e '  o f t  ' s e r ' ,  ' G r i c s e ,  s e g t s e ' " .  T h é  b r i e f  p r e f a c e  o f  B i l i u s  a  
f e w  y e a r s  l a t e r  e x p r e s s e s  a  s i m i l a r  d i s l i k e  o f  s u p e r f l u o u s  l e t t e r s ,  s i m p l i f y i n g  
s u c h  f o r m s  a s  " d a e g h e l y c k x s c h e "  t o  " d a g e l y c s e " .
A  w r i t e r  w h o  w a s  t o  c o n t r i b u t e  m u c h  t o  t h e  s m a l l  f l u r r y  o f  p h o n e t i c  d r o p p i n g  
o f  t h e  ' - c h '  l a t e r  i n  t h e  c e n t u r y  w a s  t h e  h i s t o r i a n  A d r i a a n  P a r s .  H e  a l w a y s  
s p e l l s  ' s '  r a t h e r  t h a n  ' - s c h '  i n  h i s  p e r s o n a l i s e d  s y s t e m ,  a s  i s  s e e n  i n  t h e  
t i t l e  o f  h i s  l i t e r a r y  h i s t o r y  " I n d e x  B a t a v i c u s ,  o f  N a e m r o l  v a n  d e  B a t a v i s e  e n  
H o l l a n d s e  S c h r i j v e r s "  i n  1 7 0 1 .  T h i s  w a s  a l s o  u s e d  i n  h i s  e a r l i e r  w o r k s ,  e . g .  
" K a t w y k s e  O u d h e d e n "  ( t h o u g h  ' - z e '  i s  a l s o  u s e d  -  s e e  b e l o w )  o f  1 6 8 8 ,  a n d  
" L o u w e r l c r a n s  a a n  d e  H e e r  W i l l e m  S w i n n a a s , . . .  o v e r  s i j n  E n g e l s e ,  N e d e r l a n d s e ,  e n  
M u n s t e r s e  I c r a k k e e l e n "  o f  1 6 6 5 .  P a r s  h a d  m a n y  s i m i l a r i t i e s  i n  h i s  s y s t e m  w i t h  
W i n s c h o o t e n  ( s e e  b e l o w ) ,  b u t  a s  t h e y  h a d  r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  v i e w s  o n  o t h e r
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p o i n t s  ( s e e  e s p e c i a l l y  c h a p . 7 ) ,  i t  i s  u n l i k e l y  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  a n y  q u e s t i o n  o f  
i n f l u e n c e .  P a r s  w a s  o n e  o f  t h e  f i r s t  t o  u s e  t h e  ' s '  s p e l l i n g s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  
i n  l i t e ' \ a r y  w o r k s .
F r o m  a b o u t  t h i s  t i m e  h o w e v e r  t h e  ' - s '  s y s t e m  d o e s  a p p e a r  t o  b e c o m e  m o r e  
w i d e s p r e a d  ( t h o u g h  r a r e l y  f u l l y  c o n s i s t e n t l y ) ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  i n  t h e  w o r k s  o f  
E r o e k h u i z e n  ( s e e  b e l o w ) ,  L u y k e n ,  D e  D e c k e r  ( v a l s c h ,  v a l s h e y d ) ,  B r a n d t  ( h i j  v i s t ) ,  
H i l a r i d e s  ( D u y t s ,  H o l l a n t s e  -  i n  P h a e d r u s  t r a n s l a t i o n s ) .  S o m e t i m e s  t h e  ' s '  f o r m  
i s  t o  s a v e  s o a c e  o n  t h e  p r i n t e d  l i n e ,  a s  n o t  i n f r e q u e n t l y  f o r  e x a m p l e  i n  
D u i k e r i u s ' s ' V o o r b e e l d z e l s " .  D e  V o o y s  ( G e s c h . )  c o m m e n t s  t h a t  " i n  v o l k s e i g e n  
p r o z a  v a n d s  1 7 d e  e n  1 3 d e  e e u w  z i j n  z u l k e  s p e l l i n g e n  l a n g  n i e t  o n g e w o o n "  -  b y  
" v o l k s e i g e n  p r o z a "  h e  p o s s i b l y  a l s o  i n c l u d e s  n o n - l i t e r a r y  t e x t s  s u c h  a s  t h e  
" O p r e c h t  I l a e r l e m s e  C o u r a n t "  ( s e e  b e l o w )  a n d  t h e  w o r k s  o f  s u c h  a s  P a r s ,  a n d  a l s o  
t h e  v a r i o u s  a t t e m p t s  t o  r e p r e s e n t  d i a l e c t  p r o n i m c i a t i o n s  i n  s e v e r a l  w o r k s .  T h e  
' s '  s p e l l i n g  i s  f a r  f r o m  b e i n g  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  d i a l e c t  t i n t i n g  i n  p r o s e  h o w e v e r .
S p e a k i n g  f o r  t h e  s o c i e t y  " N i l  V o l e n t i b u s "  i n  1 6 7 7  P e l s  d e c l a r e s  t h a t  
" ' k l e e d e n ,  v i s s c h e n ' ,  w o r d t  w e l  e n  v o e g c h e l y k  b e r y m d  m e t  ' l e d e n ,  m i s s e n ' " ,  b u t  
d o e s  n o t  p r o p o s e  a n y  c h a n g e  i n s p e l l i n g  t o  r e f l e c t  t h i s .  N i l ' s  o w n  " V e r h a n d e l i n g "  
g i v e s  " l o s ,  m o s c h "  a s  a  p e r m i s s i b l e  r h y m e - p a i r .
T h e  f i r s t  g r a m m a r i a n  t o  r e j e c t  ' - s c h '  e x p l i c i t l y  a n d  u n e q u i v o c a l l y  w a s  
W i n s c h o o t e n  i n  1 6 8 3 .  I n  h i s  " L e t t e r k o n s t "  ( p . 2 )  h e  s a y s  t h a t  t h e  s p e l l i n g  
s h o u l d  n o w  b e  a c c e p t e d  a s  ' s '  " i n  h e t  m i d d e n  e n  e i n d e  d e r  w o o r d e n  . . .  w a n t  w i e  
t w i j f e l d  d a a r  a a n  d a t  m e n  v e e l e  w o o r d e n  n u  f l a a u w e r  u i t s p r e e k t ,  a l s  w e l  v o o r  
b e e n ;  e n  d a t  m e n ,  l e t t e n d e  o p  d e  u i t s p r a a k ,  e e r  s a l  h o o r e n ;  ' V l e e s s e l i j k *  a l s  
' V l e e s c h e l i j k ' ;  ' V i s s e n '  a l s  ' V i s s c h e n ' ;  ' V l e e s '  a l s  ' V l e e s c h ' ;  ' V i s '  a l s  
' V i s c h ' ,  W i j  b e s l u i t e n  d a n  d a a r  d e  S C H  i n  h e t  s p r e e k e n  w e i n i g  o f  n i e t  g e h o o r d  
w o r d ,  e n  b i j  v e e l e  b u i t e n  g e b r u i k  i s  ( N B ) ,  d a t  m e n  d a a r  v e i l i g l i j k  d e  S C H  
m i s s e n  m a g  . . .  e n  s o o  o n s  g e o o r l o o f d  w a s  o n s  g e v o e l e n  v r i j  u i t  t e  s p r e e k e n ;  s o o  
s o u d e n  w i j  d u r v e n  v o o r s e g g e n ,  d a t  d e  S C H  i n  ' m e n s c h e n ,  w e n s c h e n ' ,  e n  d i e r g e l i j k e  
w o o r d e n ,  m e t  d e r  t i j d  m e e d e  s a l  v e r a n d e r d  w e r d e n  i n  S S ,  s c h r i j v e n d e  e n  
s p r e e k e n d e  ' m e n s s e n ,  w e n s s e n ' " .  H e  t h u s  i n d i c a t e s  t h e  v a r i a t i o n s  o f  t h e  
c o n t e m p o r a r y  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  i n  d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n s  i n  t h e  w o r d ,  a n d  p r e d i c t s  
( a c c u r a t e l y )  t h e  f u t u r e  t r e n d ,  e v e n  i f  s o m e w h a t  p r e m a t u r e l y ,  a t  l e a s t  a s  f a r  a s  
t h e  s p e l l i n g  w a s  c o n c e r n e d .  S i m i l a r l y  i n  h i s  d i c t i o n a r y  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r .
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t h e  e n t r i e s  r e a d  " N e d e r d u i t s ,  L a t i j n s ,  m e n s ,  r a e n s s e l i j k ,  v i s ,  v i s s e n ,  v i s s e r "  
e t c .  a n d  t h e  e v e n  m o r e  r a d i c a l  " h i s t o r i e s " .  T h e  ' - i s c h '  s u f f i x  s p e l l i n g  w a s  t o  
l a s t  m u c h  l o n g e r  t h a n  t h e  o t h e r  f i n a l  ' - s c h '  s p e l l i n g s  t h o u g h  t h e y  a r e  k n o w n  a t  
a n  e a r l y  d a t e  -  P a r s  s p e l l s  " B a t a v i s e "  a n d  t h e  H a e r l e m s e  G o u r a n t  h a s  
" B r i t a n n i s s e "  ( s e e  b e l o w ) .
A l s o  i n  1 6 8 4  L a  G r u e ' s  g r a m m a r ,  l i k e  V a n  H e u l e ,  r e c o r d s  b o t h  s p e l l i n g s ,  w i t h  
' - s ’ a s  t h e  v a r i a n t .  U n d e r  t h e  h e a d i n g  " S y n c o p e "  h e  g i v e s  " e e n  H o l l a n d s e  
v r o u w "  a s  a  s y n c o p a t e d  f o r m  f o r  " e e n  H o l l a n d s c h e  v r o u w " .  B u t  w h e r e a s  V a n  H e u l e  
a l s o  m e n t i o n e s  t w o  p r o n u n c i a t i o n s ,  t h i s  i s  n o t  i m p l i c i t  i n  L a  G r u e ' s  s t a t e m e n t ,  
s i n c e  h e  i n c l u d e s  i t  a l o n g  w i t h  " h o o r e n :  h o r e n ,  s n r e e k e n :  s p r e k e n "  w h e r e  n o  
d i f f e r e n c e  o f  s o u n d  i s  i n v o l v e d .  S e w e l  u s e s  t h e  s t a n d a r d  ' - s c h '  s p e l l i n g ,  
w i t h o u t  c o m m e n t i n g  o n  t h e s e  c o n t e m p o r a r y  t r e n d s ,  t h o u g h  i n  t h e  1 7 1 2  e d i t i o n  o f  
h i s  g r a m m a r  i s  i n s e r t e d  t h a t  " H e t  w o o r d  B o s c h  s p r e e k t  m e n  g e m e e n l y k  u y t  b o s " ( p i 3 3 ) .
D e s p i t e  a l l  t h e s e  a t t e m p t s  a t  a  r e a l i s t i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  / s /  
p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  H o o n e n ,  l i k e  S e w e l ,  i s  c o n s e r v a t i v e :  " I n  h e t  o p m a e k e n  d e r  
d u b b e l e  l e t t e r  ( ' c h ' ) . . .  d i e n t  o o k  d e  H ,  d i e  d o o r  d e  C  . . .  e e n  s t e r k e r  
u i t b l a e z i n g  o n t f a n g t ,  d a n  z y  v a n  d e  G  b e k o o m e n  m a g .  E n  d u s  s p e l t  m e n  d o o r  h a e r  
' m e n s c h ,  w e n s c h ,  a e r d s c h ,  w e r e l t s c h ,  D u i t s c h ,  s c h y n ,  l i c h a e m ,  j u i c h e n ' "  ( p . 7 ) .
H e  c l e a r l y  h e a r s  t h e  s a m e  s o u n d  i n  " s c h y n "  a s  i n  " m e n s c h " .  Y e t  i n  h i s  " V r a g e n
a a n  d e n  H e r e  J . v . V o n d e l "  h e  h a d  r a i s e d  t h e  q u e s t i o n  w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  " w a s "  s h o u l d
h a v e  ' - c h '  o n  t h e  e n d .  A s  t h e  c o n t e x t  d o e s  n o t  m a l c e  i t  c l e a r  w h e t h e r  h e  m e a n s  
" w a s " ( w a x ) ,  " w a s " ( g r o w )  o r  " w a s " ( w a s h ) ,  i t  i s  n o t  k n o w n  w h e t h e r  t h e  i n d i c a t i o n  
i n  t h e  m a n u s c r i p t  t h a t  " w a s c h "  w a s  p r e f e r r e d  i s  g r a m m a t i c a l l y  c o r r e c t .  I t  d o e s  
s u g g e s t  h o w e v e r  t h a t  M o o n e n ’ s  c l a i m  t o  h e a r  / c h /  i n  " m e n s c h "  e t c .  m a y  b e  m o r e  
p u r i s t i c  t h a n  r e a l i s t i c ,  s i n c e  h e  i s  c l e a r l y  i n  d o u b t  h e r e  a n d  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  
s e e m s  t o  o f f e r  h i m  n o  g u i d e .  T h e  m a j o r i t y  o f  g r a m m a r s  i n  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r s  
s i m p l y  r e c o m m e n d  ' - s c h '  w i t h o u t  g i v i n g  a n y  h i n t  a t  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  i t  w a s  
t o  r e p r e s e n t .  T h i s  i s  t r u e  f o r  e x a m p l e  o f  V e r w e r ,  H i l a r i d e s ,  V a n  G e e s d a l l e ,
E . g . P . ,  N y l o G ,  B i n c k e n ,  D e s  R o c h e s ,  a n d  D e  H a e s .
T h e  ' - s '  s p e l l i n g  c o n t i n u e d  t o  e n j o y  a  m o d e r a t e  d e g r e e  o f  p o p u l a r i t y  h o w e v e r ,  
d e s p i t e  t h e  o p p o s i t i o n  o f  t h e  m a j o r  g r a m m a r s .  T h i s  s y s t e m  i s  u s e d  w i t h  f a i r  
c o n s i s t e n c y  b y  L e y d e k k e r  ( i n c l u d i n g  " B r i t t a n n i s e ,  P h i l o s o p h i s e " ) ,  M a r i n ' s  
d i c t i o n a r y  o f  1 7 0 1 ,  V a n  G e e s d a l l e  ( v e r y  i r r e g u l a r ) ,  a n d  Pars ( v e r y  c o n s i s t e n t ) .
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K.8. uses 's' wiDhout ' c h '  in "tussen" o n l y ,  a n d  Smids uses the '-s,-sse' system 
(see b e l o w ) .
J e w e l  i n  h i s  e d i t i o n  ( a n  a l o m s t  c o m p l e t e  r e w o r k i n g  a c c o r d i n g  t o  h i s  o w n  
p r i n c i p l e s )  o f  P h .  L a  G r u e ' s  g r a m m a r  i n  1 7 1 9  m a k e s  n o t e  o f  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  C  
" e n  p l u s i e u r s  m o t s  . . .  s e  m e t  a v e c  ' h ' ,  &  a l o r s  i l  s e  p r o n o n c e  c o m m e  ' g h ' ,  
c o m m e  ' l i c h a a m  . . .  n o c h  . . .  m e n s c h ,  a a r d s c h  . . .  w e r r e l d s c h  . . .  s c h a a l ' " ,  b u t  
m e n t i o n s  n e i t h e r  t h e  s p e l l i n g  n o r  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  w i t h  ' s ' .  ( T h i s  c o m m e n t  i s ,  
a s  u s u a l ,  e c h o e d  w o r d  f o r  w o r d  b y  G u n o  i n  1 7 4 1 . )  E v e n  t h e  l a t e r  e d i t i o n s  o f  t h i s  
g r a m m a r  r e t a i n  t h e  s a m e  c o m m e n t ,  w h e n  m a n y  c o n t e m p o r a r i e s  w e r e  r e f u s i n g  t o  
a c c e p t  t h e  / s c h /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n .
T h e  f l u x  n o t  o n l y  i n  t h e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  b u t  a l s o  i n  t h e  s p e l l i n g  i s  a m p l y  
s h o w n  b y  a  s t a t e m e n t  i n  T u i n m a n ' s  " F a k k e l "  o f  1 7 2 2  ( § . 1 3 9 ) :  " D e  o u d e n  g e b r u i k t e n  
w e l  ' s c h ' ,  d a a r  w y  ' s s '  o f  ' z '  s t e l l e n .  b . v .  ' v e r s c h e n e n ,  v e r s s e n e n ,  p l a e t s c h e n ,  
p l a a t z e n ' .  D o c h  h i e r  i n  w a s  o o k  w e l  h e t  t e g e n d e e l .  Z y  z e i d e n ' k i n t s e l y c k ' , v o o r  
' k i n d s c h e l y k ' ,  ' e v a n g e l i z e ' ,  v o o r  ' e u a n g e l i s c h e ' ,  ' l a z a r y z e  z w e e r e n ' " .  H e  s e e m s  
n o t  t o  b e  c a s t i n g  a n y  c r i t i c i s m  o n  e i t h e r  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  o r  s p e l l i n g  v a r i a n t s ,  
b u t  j u s t  r e c o r d s  t h e m  o b j e c t i v e l y .  A l l  f o u r  c o n t e m p o r a r y  v a r i a n t s  ( s e e  b e l o w )  
a r e  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e s e  e x a m p l e s  -  t h e  s i n g l e  a n d  d o u b l e  ' s ' ,  t h e  ' z ' ,  a n d  t h e  
r e g u l a r  ' s c h ' ;  i t  w o u l d  s e e m  t h a t  h e  a s s u m e s  t h a t  a  s p e l l i n g  w i t h  ' s c h '  a l w a y s  
r e p r e s e n t s  a  f r i c a t i v e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n , i . e .  i n  " p l a e t s c h e n " .  I t  i s  a l s o  a p p a r e n t  
h o w e v e r  t h a t  h e  h i m s e l f  p r o n o u n c e s  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  i n  " k i n d s c h e l y k ,  e u a n g e l i s c h e "  
s i n c e  h e  e x p r e s s e s  s u r p r i s e  a t  t h e  ' s '  s p e l l i n g  i n  t h e s e  w o r d s .  N o t e  h o w e v e r  
t h a t  " p l a a t z e n "  d o e s  n o t  c o n s t i t u t e  a n  e x a m p l e  o f  ' z '  f o r  ' s c h '  b u t  r a t h e r  t h a t  
" p l a e t s c h e n "  e x h i b i t s  a  h y p e r c o r r e c t  ' c h ' .
T e n  K a t e  s e e m s  u n d e c i d e d :  i n  h i s  e x p e r i m e n t a l  n e w  a n a l p h a b e t i c  s c r i p t  h e  
d e p i c t s  t h e  w o r d  " k i n d s c h "  a s  K Ï Ü d 5 ^  ( ' '  =  n a s a l ,  “ =  f r i c a t i v e ,  '  u n v o i c e d )  
w i t h  D =  / s /  a n d  K  =  / c h / ,  s o  t h a t  " k i n d s c h "  i s  r e p r e s e n t e d  a s  b e i n g  p r o n o u n c e d  
q u i t e  d e f i n i t e l y  w i t h  a  f i n a l  f r i c a t i v e  ( c f  D K A D  f o r  " s c h a t " ;  v o l . I ,  1 3 0 ) .  
N o n e t h e l e s s  i n  v o l . I I  ( p . 7 4 )  h e  d e s c r i b e s  t h e  " a d j e c t i v a l e  U i t g a n g e n  I 3 G H  o f  
I S G H E  . . .  n a  ' t  g e m a k  v a n  d e  u i t s p r a a k ,  i n  s p r e e k -  e n  l e e s t a e l  s l e g t s  ' s e '  o f  ' s '  
• • •  a l s  ' G r o o t s c h '  o f  ' G r o o t s ' , . . .  ' M e n s c h e '  o f  ' M e n s c h '  o f  ' M e n s ' " .  H e  h a s  n o  
d e s i r e  t o  r e f l e c t  t h i s  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  i n  t h e  s p e l l i n g  ( " s c h r i j f - t a e l " ) ,  t h o u g h  h e  
d o e s  n o t  c o n d e m n  i t  i n  t h e  s p o k e n  l a n g u a g e .  U s a g e  i n  t h e  b o o k  i s  e r r a t i c  h o w e v e r .
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i n c l u d i n g  " t u s s e n ,  g e m e e n l a n d s e ,  M e d e r d u i t s c h e ,  H o o g d u i t s e n ,  I t a l i a a n s e ,  F r a n s e " ;  
' - s c h '  i s  t h e  m o s t  c o m m o n  f o r m .
I n  1730 H u y d e c o p e r  b e m o a n s  t h e  f r e q u e n t  c o n f u s i o n  o f  " w a s s c h e n "  a n d  " w a s s e n " ,  
w h e r e a s  " d e  O u d e n "  n e v e r  d i d  t h a t ,  a n d  h e  d é c i d e s  " d a t  z i j  i n  d e  u i t s p r a a k  d e z e r  
t w e e  w o o r d e n ,  e e r i i g  o n d e r s c h e i d  g e h a d  h e b b e n ,  ' t  w e l k  w i j  t h a n d s  m i s s e n "  -  a n  
u n c o n t e s t a b l e  s t a t e m e n t  f r o m  a n  a u t h o r i t a t i v e  s o u r c e  t h a t  t h e  ' c h '  w a s  
u n p r o n o u n c e d  ( p . 4 5 0 ) .  H e  d o e s  n o t  t h i n k  h o w e v e r  t h a t  t h i s  " b e d o r v e n  u i t s p r a a k "  
n e c e s s i t a t e d  a n y  n e w  s p e l l i n g  ( c f .  1 , 7 4 7 :  " h e t  g e b r u i k  ( t . w .  i n  ' t  s p r e e k e n )  i s  
b y  m y  i n  k e l i n e  a c h t i n g " ) ,  a n d  i n  B o o k  I I  p . 5 4 6  h e  h e a v i l y  c r i t i c i s e s  t h o s e  
p r i n t e r s  w h o  d r o p  t h e  ' - c h '  m e r e l y  t o  s a v e  s p a c e  i n  t h e  l i n e  -  " ' M e n s d o m '  v o o r  
' m e n s c h d o m ' ,  g e l i j k  i k  m y  v e r z e k e r ,  d a t  V O N D E L  g e s c h r e e v e n  h e e f t ;  d o c h  d e  
L e t t e r z e t t e r s  h e b b e n  h i e r  t w e e  l e t t e r s  ' c h '  u i t g e l a a t e n ,  o m d a t  d i t  v a a r s ,  b u i t e n  
d e e z e  t w e e ,  r e e d s  z o  v e e l  l e t t e r s  h e e f t ,  d a t  ’ e r  o p  d i e n  r e g e l  n i e t  e e n  m e e r  
g e p l a a t s t  k o n  w o r d e n .  H i e r o m  h e b b e n  z y  l i e v e r  t w e e  l e t t e r s  w i l l e n  u i t w e r p e n ,  
d a n  h e t  v a a r s  b r e e k e n ,  e n  d e n  s t a a r t  o p  e e n '  n i e u w e n  r e g e l  z e t t e n ;  h e t  w e l k  i n  
d a t  w e r k  n o i t  g e s c h i e d  i s .  D a t  i s ,  i k  b e k e n  ' t ,  e e n  s i e r a a d  v a n  d e n  d r u k :  d o c h  
i k  v i n d  d i e  D r u k k e r s  e n  L e t t e r z e t t e r s  o n v e r d r a a g e l i j k ,  d i e  h e t  s i e r a a d  d e r  
t a a l e  b e d e r v e n ,  o m  d a t  v a n  d e n  d r u k  t e  b e h o u d e n " .  T h i s  p r a c t i c e  n o  d o u b t  o f t e n  
o c c u r r e d ,  e s p e c i a l l y  a t  t h o s e  t i m e s  w h e n  p r i n t e r s  c o u l d  d e c r e e  t h e i r  o w n  
s p e l l i n g s ;  a  s i m i l a r  s t a t e  o f  a f f a i r s  o b t a i n e d  i v l t h  * g h '  ( q . v . ) .
H u y d e c o p e r  s e e m s  t o  h a v e  f e l t  f a i r l y  s t r o n g l y  a b o u t  t h i s ,  s i n c e  s i m i l a r  
c o m m e n t s  a r e  s c a t t e r e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  b o o k :  " n a  v o o r  n a e r "  ( V I I , 8 3 3 ) ,  " b o s  v o o r  
b o s c h " ( I ï , 9 2 1 ) ,  " v r o u m e n s  v o o r  v r o u m e n s c h "  ( X I I I , 7 1 2 ) ,  " q u e k e n  v o o r  q u e e k e n "  
( X I I I , 1 1 4 4 ) ,  " w e t e  v o o r  w e e t e n "  ( X I V , 4 ) ,  " v l e e s  v o o r  v l e e s c h  . . .  op r e k e n i n g  
d e s  D r u k k e r s ,  e n  n i e t  o p  d i e  d e s  D i c h t e r s "  ( X I V , 3 1 5 ) .  T h e s e  a r e  s o m e  o f  t h e  
v e r y  f e w  i n s t a n c e s  o f  H u y d e c o p e r ' s  c o m m e n t s  b e i n g  c o n c e r n e d  w i t h  s p e l l i n g  r a t h e r  
t h a n  w i t h  l a n g u a g e  o r  p o e t i c s  ( s e e  a l s o  c h a p . 5 ) .  H e  i s  n o t  c r i t i c i s i n g  t h e  
s p e l l i n g s  " m e n s ,  b o s ,  v l e e s "  p r i m a r i l y  f o r  i n a c c u r a t e  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  
p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  j u s t  f o r  e i t h e r  t h e i r  n o n - a c c e p t a b i l i t y  a s  s t a n d a r d  s p e l l i n g s ,  o r  
t h e i r  l a c k  o f  a u t h e n t i c i t y  a s  V o n d e l - s p e l l i n g s .
A  v e r y  s i m i l a r  c o m m e n t ,  w i t h  t h e  s a m e  i m p l i c a t i o n s ,  i s  c o n t a i n e d  i n  h i s  
d e f e n c e  o f  G o r n e i l l e  (p.75-76), w h e r e  h e  f i n d s  h i m s e l f  m i s q u o t e d  b y  a  c r i t i c :  
" o c h r y f t  h y  w e d e r  i n  h e t  a a n h a l e n  v a n  r a y n e  w o o r d e n ,  ' d e  F r a n s m a n  v e r t e l i e n ' ,
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daar hy nood-zaakelyk, g e l y k  ik gedaen heb, hadt moeten schryven, 'den Franschman'. 
... hy (schrylt) ook doorgaands 'Nederduits' en Frans' zonder ('ch')..., daar 
zelfs de geringste taalkundigen weeten, dat men schryven moet 'Aardsch, Duitsch, 
Werreldsch, Engelsch' enz.".
T h a t  " o n b e d u i d e n d  c ’o r i o s u m "  ( a c c o r d i n g  t o  D e  V o o y s ' s  " G e s c h i e d e n i s . . . " )  V a n
B e l l e ' s  r h y m e d  " K o r t e  W e g w y z e r "  o f  1 7 4 8  s h o w s  a  l o t  l e s s  p r e j u d i c e  t h a n  m a n y  o f
h i s  m o r e  e x a l t e d  f e l l o w  l a n g u a g e  t e a c h e r s ,  a n d  t h e r e b y  b e c o m e s  t h e  f i r s t  
g r a a m a r i a n  s i n c e  W i n s c h o o t e n  65 y e a r s  e a r l i e r  t o  p r o p o s e  s c r a p p i n g  t h e  ' - s c h '
s p e l l i n g .  ( D e  V o o y s ' s  m a i n  c a u s e  f o r  d e e m i n g  i t  u n w o r t h y  s e e m s  t o  b e  i t s  b e i n g
i n  r h y m e ;  b u t  i t  i s  a  w o r k  h e l d  i n  s o m e  e s t e e m  b y  c o n t e m p o r a r i e s ,  a n d  C h a l m o t
d e s c r i b e s  h i m  a s  " e e n  g r o o t  k e n d e r  e n  v o o r s t a n d e r  d e r  n e d e r d u i t s e  t a a l -  e n
d i g t k u n d e " .  V a n  B e l l e  a l s o  h a d  i l l u s t r i o u s  m o d e l s  t o  c a l l  u p o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h e  
t h i r d  c e n t u r y  t r e a t i s e  " d e  l i t t e r i s ,  s y l l a b i s  p e d i b u s  e t  m e t r i s "  b y  T e r e n t i a n u s  
M a u i ' u s  -  s e e  K o o i m a n  p .  1 0 2 . )  V a n  B e l l e  o b s e r v e s  t h a t  ' c h '  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  
" I n  ' t  v o o r s t  v a n  ' t  w o o r d ,  a l s  b l y k t  i n  C H r i s t u s ,  S C H a a l e n , . . .
. . .  m a a r  n o o i t  n a a  d e  3  i n  W e n s c h ,
M e n s c h ,  V a l s c h  o f  F r a n s c h :  h e t  i s  g e n o e g  V a i s ,  M e n s .
S c h a a p ,  S c h e p ,  S c h i p ,  S c h o p  z y n  l i g t l y k  u i t  t e  s p r e e k e n ,
M a a r  h e m e l S C H  G o e d  b l y f t  i n  d e  k e e l e  s t e e k e n :
D u i t s c h ,  H o l l a n d s c h  G e l d ,  M o o r s c h  G o u d ,  H e l s c h  S p e l ,  A a r d s c h  G u i t  
S p r e e k t  n i m m e r m e e r  e e n  N e e d e r l a n d e r  u i t "  ( p . 1 2 ) .
A n d  s i m i l a r l y  i n  h i s  " K o r t e  S c h e t s "  ( 1 7 5 5 ) :  " G e e n s z i n s  v o e g t  ( d e  GHEE) i n  . . .
' e i s ,  m e n s ,  a a r d s '  e n z . "  ( p . 7 ) .  B u t  t r a d i t i o n  w a s  s t i l l  t o o  w e l l - s e t  f o r  t h e  
p u b l i c  t o  a d o p t  t h i s  s p e l l i n g  o n  a  l a r g e  s c a l e .  L i k e  P e l s  b e f o r e  h i m  V a n  B e l l e  
c o m m e n t s  t h a t  " K i n d s c h "  c o u l d  r h y m e  w i t h  " P r i n s "  ( L a  G r u e  h a d  a l s o  q u o t e d  t h i s ) .  
F o r  m a n y  g r a n m a r i a n s  h o w e v e r  t h i s  s u f f i x  h a d  a l r e a d y  b e c o m e  w h a t  i t  w a s  t o  b e  
f o r  S i e g e n b e e k  a n d  T e  W i n k e l ,  n a m e l y  a  m e r e  a d j e c t i v a l  i n d i c a t o r ;  D e  H a e s  f o r  
e x a a p l e  w r i t e s  i n  1 7 6 4  t h a t  i n s t e a d  o f  ' x '  " v e r k i e z e n  w y  d e  k s ;  d o c h  w y  v o e g e n  
a c h t e r  d e z e l v e  d e  ' c h '  i n  h e t  w o o r d  ' f i k s c h ' " .
C o n t e m p o r a r y  ' - s '  s p e l l i n g s  c a n  b e  f o u n d  i n  V a n  S t e y n ' s  p e r i o d i c a l ,  a n d  i n  
M a r i n ' s  d i c t i o n a r i e s .  T h e  l a t t e r  i n c l u d e s  s u c h  d o u b l e  e n t r i e s  a s  " m e n s c h e n  o f  
m e n s e n ;  t u s s c h e n  o f  t u s s e n "  a s  w e l l  a s  e n t r i e s  w i t h  j u s t  ' s '  s u c h  a s  " v i s , v i s s e n " .
H e  a l s o  u s e s  t h e  ' - s '  i n  s u c h  a s  " h i s t o r i s  o f  h i s t o r i s c h " .  H a l m a  h a s  o n l v  ' s c h ' .
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Parallelling this '-s' spelling are a few comments that '-sch' must be used in 
these words desoite the pronunciation with / s/. This is true for example of 
Schuts, Winkelman, and later Siegenbeek, whilst Sinkel was almost sarcastic about 
Moonen's arguments for '-sch', which had called upon the pronunciation.
In m u c h  t h e  s a m e  w a y  t h a t  W i n s c h o o t e n ,  3 6  y e a r s  before, h a d  p r e s e n t e d  a  d u a l  
p i c t u r e ,  w i t h  ' s c h '  p r o n o u n c e d  / s/ i n  s o m e  positions a n d  / s c h /  i n  o t h e r s ,  s o  t o o  
d o e s  Z e y d e l a a r  i n  1 7 6 9 .  B u t  w h e r e a s  W i n s c h o o t e n ' s  v a r i a n t s  a r e  d i f f e r e n t  w o r d s  
-  e . g .  h e  h e a r s  / s /  i n  " v i s s e n "  b u t  / s c h /  i n  " m e n s c h e n "  -  Z e y d e l a a r  h e a r s  t h e  
d i f f e r e n c e  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  p o s i t i o n  i n  t h e  w o r d :  " ' S c h '  k l i n l c t  o p  h i t  e i n d e  
d é r  w o o r d e n  a l s  e e n e  I n k e l e  ' s ' ,  v o o r b e e l d e n  ' m e n s c h ,  w e n s c h ' . . .  s p r e e k  u i t  
' m e n s ,  w i n s '  & c .  ' b o s c h - s c h a a d j e '  s c h r i j v ?  i k  m e t  t w e - m a a l  ' s c h ' " ,  w h e r e a s  i n  
t h e  p l u r a l  " v e r k r i j g t  ' s c h '  w e d e r o m  h a a r e  n a t u u r l i j k e  b l a a s i n g " .  T h i s  i m p l i e s  a  
s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n  f r o m  t h a t  d e s c r i b e d  b y  W i n s c h o o t e n .  U n l i k e  t h e  
l a t t e r ,  w h o  h a d  w i s h e d  t o  a n t i c i p a t e  f u t u r e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  c h a n g e s  i n  h i s  s p e l l i n g ,  
Z e y d e l a a r  w i s h e d  t o  p r e s e r v e  t h e  ' s c h '  i n  a l l  p o s i t i o n s ,  b e c a u s e  o f  i t s  f u l l  
r e a l i s a t i o n  i n  t h e  i n f l e c t e d  f o r m s .  Z e y d e l a a r  a c t u a l l y  c o n t r a d i c t s  h i m s e l f  h e r e ,  
s i n c e  e a r l i e r  i n  h i s  b o o k ,  w h e n  d i s c u s s i n g  ' c h ' ,  h e  w r i t e s  t h a t  " ' c h '  k l i n k t  o p  
' t  e i n d e  d é r  w o o r d e n  v e e l t i j d s  a l s  ' g ' " ,  a s  c o u l d  b e  h e a r d  b y  c o m p a r i n g  " l e s c h /  
l e s ,  w a s c h / w a s " .  V a n  d e r  P a l m  o n  t h e  o t h e r  h a n d  c o n s i d e r e d  t h a t  t h e  d r o p p i n g  o f  
' - c h '  i n  a n y  p o s i t i o n ,  " s c h o o n  z u l k s  v a n  v e l e  o n k u n d i g e n  g e s c h i e d t  . . .  z o u d e  
t e g e n  d e n  a e r t  d e r  W o o r d e n  e n  d e  r e c h t e  u i t s p r a e k  s t r y d e n "  ( 1 . 2 3 ) .
In his edition of Kramer's .grammar in 1774 Von Moerbeek still describes a 
contemporary split between spelling and pronunciation ) "...wird sehr oft ein 
Buchstab oder Sylbe am Ende eines Worts weggenommen oder ausgelassen, ohne 
Apostropho, als: 'Hollands, Frans, Spaans' &c., 'Mens ... Vlees, Vis' &c ... 
an statt 'Hollandsch, Fransch, Spaansch' &c., 'Mensch ... Vleesch, Visch' &c.
... diese Figur ... findet wohl Statt in reden, doch sie wird im schreiben bey 
wenigen guten hollandischen Schreibern gefunden" (p.1 2 1 ) .  It is interesting 
that he regards the loss of / ch/ in speech as equatable to the loss of a 
syllable (his other examples include "zeg(ge), wou(de), Sus(ter)"). But despite 
his qualification about "guten hollandischen Schreibern", his vocabulary lists 
several alternatives such as "dis, disch; visch, vis; tusschen, tussen; assche, 
asse, as". On page 2 3 5  he is much more tolerant of the '-s' spelling - "Die
iAà
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h o c h d e u t s c h e  E n d y l b e  ' = i s c h '  o d e r  ' - s c h *  i s t  i m  h o l l a n d i s c h e n  ' - s c h ' ,  u n d  
b i s w e i l e n  ' - s ' ,  a l s  . . .  ' A a r d s c h ,  a a r d s , . . .  F r a n s ,  I t a l i a a n s ,  H o l l a n d s ,  S p a a n s '  
& c . " .  T h e  " N u t t i g  e n  N o o d i g  S p e l d b o e k j e "  o f  1 7 7 5  ( 3 r d  e d i t i o n )  u s e s  o n l y  ' - s ' .
U s a g e  i n  t h e  S o u t h  w a s  j u s t  a s  v a r i a b l e  a s  i n  t h e  N o r t h ,  J a n s s e n s  h a s  a  
v e r y  e r r a t i c  r e c o r d ,  w i t h  " V l a a m s ,  v l a e m s e ,  H o l l a n d s "  a l o n g s i d e  t h e  m o r e  c o m m o n  
" F r a n s c h e ,  m e n s c h e n "  e t c . .  A  q u i t e  r a d i c a l  p l e a  c o m e s  i n  1 7 8 5  f r o m  t h e  a n o n y m o u s  
" I n l e y d i n g . D e s p i t e  i t s  r e g u l a r  u s e  o f  ' - s c ' n - i  i n  i n f l e c t e d  f o r m s  s u c h  a s  
" V l a e m s c h e ,  t u s s c h e n " ,  t h e  w r i t e r  f e e l s  t h a t  " o n s  d i e n t  d e  C H  t e  v l u g t e n ,  z o o  
v e e l  a l s  b e s t a n d i g  i s ,  w a a r o m  r e e d s  v e r s c h e y d e  H o l l a n d e r s  e n  a n d e r e  s c h r y v e n :  
' R o o m s  o p p e r h o o f d ,  R o m e y n s  R y k ,  K e r n e l s  g e z a n g ,  h e l s  g e b r o e d ' ,  s c h o o n  z y  d e z e  
L e t t e r s  p l a e t s e n  i n  ' R o o m s c h e n  O p p e r p r i e s t e r ,  R o m e y n s c h e  K r o o n ,  H e m e l s c h e n  z a n g ,  
h e l s c h e n  g e e s t '  e n z . " .  H e  d o e s  n o t  s a y  w h e r e  h e  h a s  f o u n d  t h e s e  p a r t i c u l a r  
e x a m p l e s  ( t h e y  c o i n c i d e  w i t h  Z e y d e l a a r ' s  s y s t e m )  -  h a d  h e  s e e n  t h e m  i n  s o m e  
r e l i g i o u s  w o r k  a s  s u g g e s t e d  b y  t h e  e x a m p l e s ,  o r  w a s  h e  j u s t  u s i n g  r e l i g i o u s  
e x a m p l e s  i n  h i s  g r a m m a r  a s  w a s  a  c o m m o n  f e a t u r e  o f  m u c h  e d u c a t i o n  a t  t h a t  t i m e ,  
e s p e c i a l l y  i n  t h e  ■ ^ o u t h .  H e  d o e s  h o w e v e r  r e c o r d  i t  a s  a  N o r t h e r n  p h e n o m e n o n ,  
a n d  C . W . H o l t r o p  s i m i l a r l y  r e c o r d s  i t  a s  h a p p e n i n g  " b e n o o r d e n  d e n  R h i j n " ,  a n d  n o t  
t o  b e  e m u l a t e d .
Y e t  d e s p i t e  a l l  t h e s e  a r g u m e n t s , o n l y  t w o  y e a r s  a f t e r  t h e  " I n l e y d i n g "  S t i j l  
h a s  n o t h i n g  n e w  t o  s a y  w h e n  h e  w i t e s  t h a t  " ' B o s c h ,  b o s ,  b u s '  z i j n  o n d e r s c h e i d e n ,  
' E e n  b o s c h '  w o r d t  m e t  b o m e n  b e p l a n t ;  ' b o s '  i s  e e n  b u n d e l ,  ' b u s '  e e n  a r m b u s "  -  
h e  i s  e v i d e n t l y  r e f e r r i n g  o n l y  t o  t h e  w r i t t e n  f o r m s  -  i f  t h e  f r i c a t i v e  w e r e  
p r o n o u n c e d  t h e r e  w o u l d  b e  n o  c h a n c e  o f  c o n f u s i n g  " b o s c h "  w i t h  " b o s "  ( c f  S e w e l ) ,
A n  a p p a r e n t l y  h y p e r c o r r e c t ,  a n d  m o s t  u n u s u a l  s p e l l i n g  i s  f o u n d  i n  V a n  d e r  
V o o r s t ' s  e s s a y  i n  1 7 8 0 ,  u s i n g  " t h a n s c h " ;  t h i s  s e e m s  t o  b e  v e r y  r a r e ,  a n d  n o  
e x a m p l e s  a r e  f o r t h c o m i n g  i n  W . N . T . .
S o m e  g r a m m a r s  w e r e  s t i l l  c l a i m i n g  t h a t  o n l y  / c h /  w a s  h e a r d  a t  t h e  e n d ,
n o t a b l y  t h e  " T r a p  d e r  J e u g d "  o f  t h e  N u t  i n  1 7 9 3  ( 2 n d  e d i t i o n ) :  " V a n  m o e i l i j k e
o f  b i j z o n d e r e  u i t s p r a a k :  a a f s c h ,  s c h r i k t ,  d i s c h " .  W h e t h e r  t h i s  i m p l i e s  t h a t  t h e y
p r o n o u n c e d  / s c h /  d e p e n d s  w h e t h e r  ' - s c h '  i s  " m o e i l i j k "  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  a w k w a r d
/ s c h /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  o r  " b i j z o n d e r "  b e c a u s e  t h e  ' - c h '  w a s  n o t  p r o n o u n c e d ;
" s c h r i k "  i s  c l e a r l y  i n  t h e  f o r m e r  c a t e g o r y .  I n  t h e  N u t ' s  l a t e r  w o r k s  ( e . g .  t h e  
R u d i m e n t a  o f  1 3 0 5 )  a  m o r e  o r t h o d o x  ( S i e g e n b e e k )  v i e w p o i n t  i s  p u t  f o r w a r d :  " m e n
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lette op omtrent die woorden welke met 's' of 'sch' eindigen, dat de 
bijvoeglijke Naamwoorden met 'sch', en de Dijwoorden met sen 's' moeten 
geschreven worden" - n.b. "geschreven" not "gqssproken",
fix years before Sôgenbeek Chalmot's "Biographisch (sic) Woordenboek" (1793) 
had been the vehicle of many individual spellings, including the consistent 
replacement of final and medial 'sch' by 's', as in "Hollands, Nederlandse, 
gants, Leidse" and even "Europise" (p.xv). Riggenbeek in his born acknowledges 
the pronunciation as / s/ but, like Huydecoper, he cannot bring himself to 
approve of it, and certainly will not countenance the '-s' spelling. In his 
"Verhandeling over de invloed der welluidendheid op de spelling" (1304) he 
writes that an 'e' is needed so much between final 'sch' and the suffix '-lijk' 
"dat men zonder dezelve ter naauwernood deze woorden zuiver, d.i. met 
bescheidelijke uitdrukking van de samengestelde klank van 'sch' kan uitdrukken", 
as in "Gantschelijk, menschelijk". And on page 223 he states that "vergeefs" is 
"eigenlijk een tweede naamval,... doch als bijvoegelijk naamwoord (vordert het) 
den samengestelde klank van 'sch', als 'vergeefsche moeite'". Despite the 
established '-s' spelling throughout the 13th and much of the 17th century 
Siegenbeek cannot accept it as a cultured form; "Men vindt vooral bij vroegere 
schrijvers, in de verbuiging wel eens, overeenkomstig de dagelijksche uitspraak 
'aardse, grootse'; doch deze schikking naar de spreektaal werd in den 
schrijfstijl, sedert lang, met regt verworpen". Like earlier grammarians he 
does not seem to condemn the / s/ pronunciation as such, only the '-s' spelling.
With the acceptance of the Siegenbeek spelling the death-knell was sounded 
for the quite common '-s' spelling, which now had the official seal of 
disapproval on it. Bilderdijk warns against a possible spelling-pronunciation 
- "men moet ... 'wenschen' (niet) uitbrengen 'wen-schen' met den klank die 'sch' 
in 'schaap' of 'schip' heeft" (Spkl.50) - but he too considers the 'ch' a 
useful addition to the 's' to show "wanneer zij (de) middelbare scherpte te 
boven zou gaan". By this latter he probably means that the '-ch' in "mensch" 
is a useful indicator that the plural is /mensen/ and not /raenzen/, with the 
's' not changing to 'z' (see chap.11), In his "Voorlezing" (p.192) he 
expresses a preference for '-s', but accepts the '-schi spelling because it is
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standard usage, though recognizing that the '-ch' is now no longer needed to 
strengthen the 's' in this way, since the roles of 's' and 'z' are now well- 
defined and distinct.
Smits did not agree with such a view: "Ofschoon 'sch' of 'sc' in de goede 
ujtspraak van de énkele 's' onderschéjden wordt, vindt men ze somtijds 
verkeerdelijk gebezigd" (p.53), and he explains their use. He agrees with 
uiegenbeek's statement that the full pronunciation as / sch/ is better. The 
spelling 'sc' which he mentions is in line with his theory that the 'h' is as 
unnecessaru in 'ch' as in 'gh', and as the latter is now simplified to 'g' so 
should the former be simplified to 'c' (see chap.3). He is also one of the 
few grammarians to give a separate name to the combination 'sch' (see chap.19).
A modest plea for the '-s' spelling is contained in Borahoff's essay of 1347. 
The '-sch' was used by Siegenbeek originally to show that the final 's' was 
kept hard in inflection cf. "mens(ch)/mensen, - huis/huizen" (excluding loan 
words such as "kans", not spelt "kansch"), but this use, claims Bomhoff, is 
now forgotten, resulting in spelling-pronunciations, "zoodat men op vele scholen 
de woorden 'menschheid, de barbaarschheid' enz. hoort uitspreken als zeide 
iemand 'men schijt, de barbaar schijt'", for which reason he would prefer the 
'-s' spelling; Siegenbeek's "gevleeschd" he calls a "wanspelling". Although 
he did not consider himself a radical in the spelling reform field, he is aware 
of the imperfections in Siegenbeek's system, as well as conceding that a perfect 
system is an impossible attainment. Siegenbeek had actually published in 1336 
an open letter warning against such spelling-pronunciations, including /banch/ 
for 'bang', and /mensch/ for 'mens(ch)', which seems to contradict his 
statement of 1304 that / sch/ was the purer pronunciation. This warning did not 
have totally immediate effect, since Bomhoff is writing eleven years later!
Nor did the warnings against spelling-pronunciations reach all grammarians, 
especially those outside Holland. Ahn's "Hollandische Sprachlehre" of 1329 was 
aware of the situation: "Am Ende eines Wortes oder in der Mitte lautet 'sch' fast 
wie ein 's': 'visch ... wenschen' spr. 'vis, wensen"', though he expressed no 
desire to see an '-s' spelling. Nor is it clear what he meant by "fast wfie ein 
's'", though it is possible that he was merely being cautious, not wishing to 
sound too progressive. The English translation of his grammar by Laun in 1362
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disre^-ardefi Ahn's original statement and put the traditional view: '"G'has a more 
guttural sound than the hard English 'g'’, whilst the 'ch' is sounded still more 
guttm-al and sommewhat sharper:... 'visch, schip...'". This view was shared by 
another contemporary grammar of Dutch for English speakers, Van der Pyl's 
"Practical Grai'.mar" in 1319: "'Sch': the sound of this combination of letters 
cannot be described in englisli:...'Schoon, Mai sch, Grootsch, En-gelsch'". The 
"revised" edition (even the misprints are the samel) of 1373 and 1333 says the 
same. In 1354 Boinhoff repeated his earlier plea: "Het is grootelijks te 
bejammeren dat bij het regelen der spelling deze 'ch' niet als overtallig 
verbannen word, dan zou ons oor niet zoo diki-M.jls met zulke barbaarsche klanken 
worden gekwetst" (p.36), which implies, unless he is merely carrying forward 
his earlier plea, a continued tendency to spelling-pronunciations in the manner 
described by the grammars above.
In 1353 another foreign grammar, that of Gambs, compromised with a theory 
reminiscent of those of the previous century:"'sch' = 's-ch', wobei 's' imraer 
a] le in fîlr sich lautet, b.v. 'fransch = frans-ch, schotel = s-chotel"'(i. e. it 
was not the same sound as the German 'sch' = /s/)..."Anm. Wird das Wort mit 
'sch' Auslaut dunch einem Vokaal verlangert, so hdrt man nui’ 's', b.v. 'fransch 
= franse" (p.6), This is directly opposite to the claims of Zeydelaar and the 
"Inleyding" that '-ch' was silent in final position but reappeared in inflexion 1 
As far as Gambs is concerned, in accordance with Siegenbeek, the / s/ 
pronunciation is "nur fur die tagliche Umgangssprache".
De Vries and Te Winlcel, as would be expected from their historically 
motivated system, kept the '-sch' system, but conceded that "'wasschen, flesschen, 
visschen' enz., eigenlijk hetzelfde is als 'wassen...'". Te Winkel's "Leerboek" 
states the case more fully: "§.236: de 'ch' is stora achter de echte 's', in het 
midden en aan het einde der woorden:- b.v. 'menschen, tusschen, visch, valsch', 
worden uitgesproken als 'mensen, tussen, vis, vais'. §.237: Het uitspreken der 
'ch' is in dit geval een verkeerd en.leelijk aanwensel, dat geheel strijdig is 
met de beschaafde uitspraak". An "echte 's'" is one which does not change to 
'z' in inflection - the 's' in "huis" is really an unvoiced 'z', so that the 
first paragraph in effect gives the same rule as Bilderdijk,- that the 'ch' 




with an etymologically based system, excent that the obsolete pronunciation 
with /-ch/ was the cause of the final '-s' not changing to in inflection.
This was therefore reversed, and instead of '-ch' causing the none-change of 
'-s', the non-change of '-s' now caused the '-ch' I A number of exceptions also 
complicated the picture: "bits, spits, kras, ros" as adjectives should have had 
'-sch', and "vleesch" (cf,"vleezen, vlem%ig") should have had '-s'.
Just how much the '-ch' was regarded as an atroubled appendage can be seen 
in the plural formation. Here the '-ch' was totally ignored when the 'sch' 
came after a short vowel, and the 's' was doubled as appropriate according to
the normal rule, the 'ch' being then reinserted to the middle of the word, giving
such as "visch, visschen". As a double 'ss' is never pronounced / z/ the augument 
of Bilderdijk and others could not be applied here and the 'ch' is superfluous, 
except on etymological grounds. The official Te Winkel view was naturally
adopted by all school grammars, such as those of David, Renier, Beers, and. by
other works such as Oosterzee.
Critics were not silent however. Taco Roorda had rejected the De Vries /
Te Winkel spelling on the grounds that "de 'ch' wordt in de hedendaagsche 
uitspraak weer weggelaten" in such words as "jaarlijksch". F.C.de Greuve could 
not accept this criticism as validly affecting the spelling: "Dit moge hier en 
daar zoo zijn, maar een fijn oor zal het onderscheid merken b.v. tusschen 'Ians' 
en 'gansch', 'bossen' en 'bosschen'. Dat echter de 'ch' weinig gehoord wordt 
b.v. in 'mensch, menschen' en als einduitgaiig van een woord niet moet worden 
uitgesproken, als stond er 'sg', of niet so scherp als in het begin van een 
woord, b.v. 'schoon, schip', dit behoort tot de uitspraakleer" - i.e. whether 
/ch/ was heal'd after the /s/ was totally irrelevant to the spelling I His 
statement is also at variance with Te Winkel's comment that it was a "stomme 
'ch'" (see above). His claim to hear a difference between "bossen" and "bosschen" 
rests largely on autosuggestion.
The first extension of the attack on the '-sch' spelling from grammars to 
the literary world came in 1862: "de etymologische spelling van de 'sch', die 
sedert Pontus de Heuiter weinig opzettelijke bestrijding gevonden had, werd in 
1862 aangevallen door Multatuli". This rather sweeping claim by De Vooys in 
bis "Geschiedenis..." ignores the certainly "opzettelijke bestrijding" by
442.
Winschooten and Van Belle, but is otherwise true. In the later editions of 
"Max îlavelaar" Multatuli had, amongst other changes, simplified all 'sch' spellings 
in mndial and final position to 's' (e.g. "mens, mensen"). As he also wrote in 
his"Ide‘en": "Roep eens: 'geloof me o mens...CHI' zo'n mens zal wat geloven, ja, 
maar hy zal niet u geloven, Hy zal geloven dat ge een vervelend mensCH z^ rt"
(No.45). He was to find a strong echo in the proposals of the Kollewijn 
simplification movement: "De stomme 'ch' (vervalt) in Nederlandse woorden ...
'vis, dorsen, nors, Holl.andse, Franse'". Amongst members of this "Vereniging" 
views differed on the degree of radicality desired: a full conversion to '-s' 
was pleaded for by Jan te Winkel, Huisman, and Graaf, though the latter opposed 
'-ies', oloet wanted to abolish 'sch' except for the differentiation of adverbs 
and adjectives, and Schumann wanted to simplify the spelling to 'sc'. Amongst 
literary figures the Kollewijn spelling was supported by Van Ostaijen (a quite 
radical supporter, using inter alia such forms as "desember, ekwilibrist, sent" 
as well as '-s' forms). Even Gosijn, who strongly opposed many of Kollewijn's 
theories (De Gids, 1895), approved of the abolition of final '-sch', though he 
was uncertain about '-ies' (see also below).
This was one of the very few Kollewijn reforms which found any semblance of 
approval from Van Dieren, who felt the adjective/adverb distinction pointless:
"Hier voel ik wel lets voor; Multatuli is er trouwens reeds mee begonnen den 
staart van 'mensch' en 'visch' af te hakken; het eenige bezwaar is, dunkt me, 
dat in sommige streken van ons land en ook in Vlaanderen deze lettercombinatie 
nog duidelijk uitgesproken wordt; heel veel gemak zal mijns inziens het weglaten 
voor ons niet raeebrengen. ... Wat er ook besloten worde, in ieder geval zal het 
versehi1 dienen te verdwijnen, dat geheel onnoodig tusschen de op een sis-klank 
eindigende bijvoegelijke naamwoorden en bijwoorden kunstmatig is tot stand 
gebracht; als zulk een verschil noodig was, dan had immers iets dergelijks j'
bedacht moeten worden voor bijvoegelijke naamwoorden en bijwoorden, die niet op
een sis-klank eindigen. ... Het verschil (tussen ... 'dagelijksch' en 'dagelijks') 1
ilf
Eoet opgeheven worden. ... De uit gang 'isch' dient veranderd te worden in 'ies', j|
verbogen vorm ' ise' " (pp.21, 243, 247). |it'
The differentiation of adjectives by means '-sch' with adverbs having '-s' 
bad been very strongly defended by Siegenbeek, and by De Vries and Te Winkel ^
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(see above). The opponents of this usage pointed out (often fruitlessly), like 
Van Dieren, the limited nature of its applicability - if it can only be applied 
to adjectives ending in '-s' it cannot be claimed to be vital; even for these 
words it was not applied consistently - "spits, kras" did not have '-sch' even as 
adjectives, and "frisch, helsch, hemelsch" kept the '-ch' even when used as 
adverbs.
Notable amongst the opponents of the Kollewijn reform were the writer and 
critic 8charten and the linguist Van Ginneken. Scharten regarded the abolition 
of 'sch', especially within the word, as undesirable - firstly because the 
fricative was pronounced in many dialects (West and East Flanders, West Friesland, 
with / sk/ in some areas, e.g. the coast of Holland), and secondly because "het 
verschil tusschen 's' en 'sch' hielp ons in het gevoel-lcrijgen voor bijvoeglijk 
naamwoord en bijwoord; er was daar een dwaas en kras rijtje uitzonderingen bij 
... in welke taal zijn er zoo geen?". He gives the impression (akin to the 
feeling of the notorious Monsieur Jourdain in Molière's "Le bourgeois 
gentilhomme", on realising that all his life he had unwittingly been speaking 
prose) that without the difference between '-s' and '-sch' he would never have 
realised that adjectives and adverbs were different word-classesl Not content 
with keeping it in such cases he also wished to introduce it where it was not 
already present,- if the spelling 'ie' were introduced for the suffix '-isch'
"kon ook daar in het bijwoord de 'ch' zeer goed vervallen, zoodat men 
'praktiesch' consequent tegenover 'prakties' krijgen zou". There are few 
precedents for the introduction of such a linguistic class-marker into the 
normal spelling system, but it is notable that he did actually welcome the use 
of '-ies' in adverbs such as "prakties, histories", which was much more radical
I
than the later simplifications of Marchant and the woordenlijst allowed (q.v.). j 
The motives of Van Ginneken and his supporters were not quite as ^  j
understandable. Firstlythey disliked the anomaly of "Duits" alongside 
"Pruisisch" (why not "Pruisies"?); secondly, the fricative was pronounced in 
Flemish dialects, and finally "woorden op 'sch' doen anders aan, dan die op 
'-s':... met 'mens' zal een associatie met 'pens' nu veel gemakkelijker worden ■ '




als 'nons, fies, vis, fors, bos', enz., zullen we die voortaan moeten missen"
(Van ''ierlo. Onze Taaltuin 111,51).
Possibly even stronger for Van Ginneken was his main driving motive - 
Em-opean unity; "De '-ies' schrijving van het juist in een ontelbare menigte van 
internationale woorden voorkomende algemeen Europeesche achtervoegsel '-isch', 
beteekent eenvoudig een Chineesche-muur-isolement. Alle talen van Europa, 
zonder één uitzondering kennen dit suffix, dat daar overal met een 'c' of 'k' 
of 'sk', 'sh', 'sc' en nergens met een loutere 's' wordt geschreven, of (gelijk 
in het woord 'français') dan ook niet meer als dit suffix wordt gevoeld. Zie, 
dat is het weer zoo echt Holland op zijn smalst en op zijn malst".
The most thorough critic of Va''; Ginneken was Gerlach Royen, who delivered 
an incisive attack on this argument: "Dat de Staatskommissie van 1916 met Van 
Ginneken erbij, eveneens Holland op zijn smalst vertoonde, zal denkelik een 
donkere bladzijde blijven in de geschiedenis van onze spelling. ... Zeker,
'-isqo' of '-isko-L is werkelik een idogermaans achtervoegsel; maar dit suffiks 
heeft natuurlik in elke taal zijn eigen verloop gehad, en het behoort allerminst 
tot de wezenheid van een zuffiks, dat het na vier of vijf millennieen nog de 
voor ieder kennelike sporen moet dragen van zijn herkomst.
"Toen men in het Goties 'mannisks' schreef, was dat omdat het oergermaanse 
'+manniskaz' zich zo gewijzigd had. In het Duits schrijft men 'datzelfde' woord 
'Mensch', en niet meer 'mennisco', zoals het nog in het Oudhoogduits luidde.
In het algemene Nederlands ging de verandering nog een stap verder, en werd het 
'mens'.
"Nu zal toch niemand verlangen, dat alle germaanse talen dit woord nog op 
z'n Oergerraaans zouden zpellen, zelfs niet vanwege de taalpolitiek. Want dan 
zou een andere politikus een nog hogere troef kunnen uitspelen en de indogermaanse 
vorm op '-iskos' verlangen. ...Als de Italianen 'francese' spellen, en de 
Spanjaarden 'frances' en de Provençalen 'franses'... waarom zouden wij dan geen 
'frans' raogen hebben. Zeker de Zweden en Denen schrijven 'fransk', en de Polen
'francuski', en de Bulgaren 'frenski'; terwijl de Russen ' francuzskij ' spellen, |||j
ft
he Tsjechen 'francouzskij ', de Albanezen 'frantsustsche', de Engelsen 'french'" 
(Romantiek, p.l27ff). There is really little appearance of "Europeesche "9
oaamhorigheld", or at least so little that even some of Tfan Ginneken's close J
'eplse", - p. 11).
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associates could not a g r e e vith this theory. Overdiep felt "anders dan hij 
... over de repelinp van 's’ en 'sch', n-ar bun syntactische funetie van 
bijwoordelijhe dan wel bijvoegelijke bepaling. Zijn opvatting in dit opzicht 
lijkt mij volkornen in strijd met,o.a. de door hem verdeedigde 'phoneemspelling’” 
(Onze Taaltuin I, 59). It is also difficult to see how an '-s' spelling could 
harm the (dubious) "unanimity” of "'c' of 'k', of 'sk, sh, sc"’I
The minor and unorthodox reform proposals of Dixi in 1934- also affected 
this spelling. Not only did he adopt '-s', but also broposed that "De uitgang 
'isch' in de officiéle spelling wordt in ons stelsel 'is' ... Men schrijve dus 
'ép.is, grafîs, logis, praktîs', ênz."(in inflexion the accent was dropped -
But when the Marchant spejling was introduced it went halfway along the 
road of Kollewijn; "'Sch' wordt alleen daar geschreven, waar de 'ch' gesproken 
wordt: 'schip, vis, mens'. Echter behoudt de uitgang '-isch' de thans gangbare 
spelling: 'Belgisch, komisch'". No justification was proffered for this
exception, and even in the "Populaire toelichting bij de nmiwe spelling" Heeroma
could not resist mentioning this inconsistency: "'LogiscW heeft een onlogische 
'isch'. Dat komt, oradat de uitgang 'isch' van Duitse herkomst is en de 
ministers willen graag, dat je deze indringer direkt Icunt signaleren, waar hij 
ook gaat of staat. De minister van Justitie heeft er weliswaar van afgezien 
om sinjeur 'isch' als ongewenst vreemdeling over de grens te zetten, hetzij 
omdat de diplomatieke verhoudingen met een bevriende staat bet niet toelieten, 
hetzij omdat de minister van Justitie het zelfs niet kon, ook alwwas hij 
minister van Justitie, maar toch moet 'isch' hier voorlopig nog het pale je van
zijn vreeradelingschap blijven dragen. Misschien, dat hij later eens voor
naturalisering in aanmerking komt, als hij zich netjes gedraagt en nog 
Nederlandser wordt,.." (p.27-28).
The Woordenlijst of 1954 follows this usage but does not discuss it in the 
section on Dutch spelling. In Rombouts's reform plan "de uitgang '-isch' vormt 
... niet langer 'n uitzondering wat de 'ch' betreft, maar wort, zoals bij 
Kollewijn, 'ies'”. And Verschueren's "Konsekwente Progressieve Spelling"(p.p.S.) 
likewise suggested that "De uitgang '-isch' wordt 'ies (-ise)'", as also did 
the V.W.S. with their "Doelmatiger Spelling" (D.S.), in wanting to "afschaffen
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overbodige letters”, proposing that ”'ch* in 'isch' wordt '-ies, -ise'”.
The first official step in this direction came in the "Rapport” of 1967:
"De cominissie stelt voor deze uitgang volgens de regel van de spelling voor het 
foneem /ie/ als '-ies' te spellen; dus 'belgies(e), prakties(e)'”. This was 
welcomed by the nrogressives - ”A1 diegenen die in him lessen met de spelling 
van het Nederlands te maken hebben, (zullen) alleen maar dankbaar zijn. De 
gedachten gaan hierbij bijzonder uit naar de spelling '-ies' in plaats van 
'-isch'” ( J o  Dchoon in Levende Talen, April 1 9 6 7 ) .
But then with the appearance of the later "Eindvoorstellen” (1969), C.
Bruyskamp raised objections. "De schrijfwijze '-isch' is een in ons 
spellingsysteem geheel on zichzelf staand grafeem dat juist daarorn geen enkel 
kwaad kan doen; de combinatie '-ies' daarentegen komt in allerlei posities voor, 
beklemtoonde en onbeklemtoonde, en het gebruik in een nieuwe positie kan alleen 
tot verwarring leiden. Bepaaldelijk geldt dit voor de vele gevallen waarin een 
't' voorafgaat, als in 'drastisch, mystisch, poetisch'. Immers daarnaast staan 
zeer vele meervouden van woorden op '-tie', die dan '-ties' 1erijgen, en daarmee 
zouden zamenvallen met de uitgang '-ties', die nu '-tisch' geschreven wordt. 
Tegenover de woordpareii ' statisch/staties' (als in 'kruisi^regstaties, en het 
zndl, 'staties' = 'stations'), 'erotisch/emoties, ethisch/concreties', zou men in 
de*progressive' spelling krijgen 'staties/staties, eroties/emoties, eties/ 
concreties'. ... Een soortgelijk geval is 'logisch/logies' (- Fr. 'logis')” 
(Levende Talen March 1969).
To this could be answered that 'qu', 'ph', 'ae' etc. are/were also an "op 
zichzelf staand raorfeem, dat juist daarom geen enkel Icwaad kan doen" (this is 
in fact Koonen's argument for keeping 'qu'), but more to the point would be the 
fact that the resultant homography of "staties” is due to the inaccurate 
(i.e. not accurately representative) spelling of the '-tie' suffix, and is not 
the fault of the '-ies' for '-iech' reform. The present situation has two 
inaccurate spellings - 'isch' (for /ies/) and '-tie' (for /tsie/ or /sie/), 
whereas in a radical spelling reform these would become respectively 'ies' and 
’(t)sie'. Kruyskamp's objection is thoroughly valid however in pointing out 
that in order to be able to fully implement the conversion of '-isch' to 'ies' 
a simultaneous or prior conversion of '-tie' to '(t)sie' , as proposed by some
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Koll v/ijners, Rombouts, V.VJ.S., VerscheuEen, and to a certain extent in the 
1967 Rapport (see chap.14), must be implemented.
Other v.ariant usages
-s, -Gse: This spelling is of the same origin as the double 'ss' before a
vowel, as described in chap. 17 (e.g. "herssens”), najnely to ensure 
an unvoiced pronunciation of the 's'. The spelling "Franse" for example could 
easily suggest / z/ at a time when the relative values of 's' and 'z' were far 
from finally fixed, similarly if 'df were dropped from the ending '-isch' a 
doubling was often felt necessary in inflexion - '-isse', though '-ise* is also 
known from an early date (see above). No [pammar has actively supported this 
spelling, and it seems to be restricted to the later 17th century and the early 
18th century. The first noted instance is in the "Oprechte Haerlemse Saterdaegse 
Courant". In the passages from 1666 quoted by Haje ('de O.H.C en wichiel de 
Ruyter") the following forms can be found: "Engelsse, Enghelsse, Brittannisse, 
ververssen", alongside a number of '-s(e)' spellings; 'sch? is only found in 
"tusschen" where it is used consistently.
The first grammar to use these forms was Winschooten, though he only 
mentions them as a possible future trend (see above). He uses "mensselijk, 
wenssen, vereissen" etc., but always has a single 's' in adjectives - "Hollands, 
Hollandse" etc.. A similar usage is to be found in the poems of Broekhuizen, 
for example in the line "De forsse Leeuw der dieren Vorst, ontwaeckt het bosch 
met moedigh brullen" (Korgenzang, 1712 edition). As he uses "bosch" alongside 
"forsse" and also "bossen", he would seem to contradict the statements of his 
contemporaries that the fricative was heard within the word but not at the end.
Amongst the more consistent users was Ludolf Smids, who in his "Schatkamer 
der Nederlandsse Oudheden" of 1711 regularly uses such forms as "Grieksse, 
Hollandsse, Nederlandsse", but keeps the suffix '-isch' in such as "histoiisch". 
He is thus less radical than the Haerlemse Courant. An isolated "fransse" can 
also be found in the introduction of Kramer's dictionary in 1719.
One of the last mentions of this spelling comes from Tuinrnan, who, as 
noted above, included "'ss'...'verssenen'" amongst contemporary variations. The 
doubling of the 'ss' in "versse" is much more common than in such as "Hollandsse"
lai
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and other aajectives, and is really more akin to the "kanssen" t^ =pe of spelling 
where 'os' does not replace 'sch' but a single 's'. Luyken for example uses it 
yet never has '-ss-' in the adjective ending. The true '--sse' adjectival 
ending still survives in use by De Deckere in 1315 (fransch, fransse).
It is noticeable that of these users all except Broekhuizen and Kramer (in 
vbom it is moreover exceptional) consistently use the letter 's' fcr /z/ as well 
as ftr / s/, and would thus need to use the double 'ss' here. It is distinctly 
possible that a number of the other 's'-for-/z/ spellers at least occasionally 
used these '-sse' forms, though certainly not all did so. Pars and Leydekker for 
example always used the simple '-s, -se, -ise' forms.
-s, -sze; Essentially a minor variation of the latter spelling this is to be 
found used by Zoet in his "Digtwerkken", with "spaansze" on page
297 alongside "Nederlandze, Engelze, Roomze", though the latter is amended to
"Roomsze" in the 1714 edition. It is a hybrid of the '-sse' system and the 
'-sz-'-for-'-ss-' system (see chap.11), cf "tuszen".
-sge, -sghe, '-sg'; This spelling, alvin to the in&ial spelling "sgoon" etc.
discussed earlier, is not used by the same people. From the early 13th 
century onwards such forms as "tusghen, bosghe, mersghe, driesghe, paesghen,
eysgen" as well as "boschghe, drieschghe, merschghe" are knwn, albeit rarely ” 1/
; I
(recorded by iloebeke, and Van loey's ZWBr.). Final '-sgh' is also knuwn in 
the 14th and Ipth century, though this is even scarcer, and Hoebeke records 
only "riedmersgh". He has no examples of initial 'sg(h)-' from the same source, 
Nothing more is heard of these early spellings until the mid 17th century 
when Leupenius moots them only to reject them; "'menschen, schaapen' dat men 
quaàlyk soude schryven... 'mensgen, sgaapen'" (see above). As his mention of 
"sgaapen" predates the earliest known example of initial 'sg-' it is possible 
that he had not seen either form in practice. He may merely be copying the 
comment of Van der Schuere to the effect that "tusschen 'g' ende 'ch' dit 
onderscheyd is, dat de 'g' nimmermeer in een Sillabe de 's' en volgd, gelijk 'ch' 
menigmaal doet". Alternatively it is possible that both writers had indeed 
encountered such forms.
Neither Winschooten nor Duikerius mention these forms, all their examples ,!
i J
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being for initial 'sg-'; Duikerius and Najer both use the simple '-se' suffix.
It is noL clear whether the misprint in the title of Hexham's "A copious 
Englisg and Hetherduytch Dictionarie" of I6 6 O is nothing more, or whether the 
typesetter did indeed know of such forms. The other editions are normal.
One of the only two references to actual existing spellings of this sort 
comes from Tuinrnan, when discussing kiddle Dutch usages: "De Ôuden schreven 
'diefven, briefven,...sechghen...meinscghen'... ’ t  geen den grond schynt te 
leggen tot 'mensgen...'", though such "wanschepzels (zijn) nu te recht buiteii 
boord geworpen". It is strange that he regards this as a "wansohepzel" however, 
as his comment that "'sgoon' drulct (het geluid) beter uit" than "schoon" (see 
above) is only six paragraphs earlier. The inference is however that he did 
know of such spellings, though not necessarily contemporary.
This is even more explicit with De Neckere, almost a century later, who gives 
several spelling variants "sonder dat het oor daer entrent eenig gevoelyk 
verschil kan, of soude konnen waernemen, als syn B.v. ... 'duytsche, duitsche, 
duytsge'"(p.4). Although no such contemporary spelling has been located 
outside this comment it may well have existed as a Southern usage, where it 
could bear some relationship to the 'sg-' spelling mooted by Janssens (see above).
-s', -s'e: Cosijn, in De Gids (1395 111,73) puts forward this strange spelling
as a compromise mooted by a contemporary: "Dr J.M.Hoogvliet ... stelde voor 
dat samengestelde letterteeken (ch)... door een apostrof te vervangen bij wijze 
van grafmonument: 'mens', mens'en, dors'en, heers'en' enz.". No other 
reference to such a suggestion has been located, nor has the ultimate source.
~z, -ze: This is closely related to the use of 'z' for / s/ (see chap.1 1 ) ,  and I
must not be confused with the use of final '-z' in "huiz, huizen". In fact 
these two spellings could never be used together, since the "huiz" type is only 
used by those who spelt "huizen", which would not be a feasible spelling for 
those who used ' z' for /s/.
It should thus be no surprise that the first to use the spelling "menz, 
wenz" was the first to argue for the use of ' z' for /s/ and 's' for / z/, namely 
Be Hubert. Having done this he took the logical step, given that final 'sch' 
represented / s/, of using 'z' there too; " ' ganz' met een' 'z', om datmen seiit I
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'den gansen dag'", as compared to the noun "'mans' met een' 's', om datmen in 
' t mecrvoud seiit 'de gansen'". It is in effect a quite regular gelijlcvorrnigheid 
spelling in both cases, producing the forms "wenz, menz, hebreeuz, Nederduitz, 
Frunze" and even "tuszen" (cf chap.11).
lot all users of the 'z'-for-/s/ system did the same however, and both 
Ampzing and Leupenius preferred '-sch'. The next recommended use of final '-z' 
in this way became a major pai't of a fui'ious polemic at the turn of the century. 
When Cornells Vein der Linden, preacher "aan de Leidzendam" published his work 
"De Wijson van Oosten binnen Jerusalem" early in 1696, Rabus, then editor of 
"De Doekzaal van Europe" gave it a passing mention, as was his custom with new 
books which he did not thinJ-c merited a full review; and he added that "Het gene 
deze schrijver in zijn voorrede van de Hederduitsche taal spreekt gaat by my 
niet door". Exactly what he said is not known as the work in question cannot 
be traced.
V a n  d e r  L i n d e n  w a s  s o m e w h a t  annoyed b y  R a b u s ' s  c o m m e n t s  ( a n d  a l s o  i n s u l t e d  
a t  n o t  g e t t i n g  a  f u l l  r e v i e w  f o r  h i s  b o o k s  " d i e  ' t  b e t e r  w a a r d i g  z i j n  d a n  e e n  
V e r h a a l  v a n  K r o m w e l s  b e d r i j f  e n  r e g e r i n g "  w h i c h  h a d  o c c u p i e d  11 a r t i c l e s  i n  
t h e  B o e k z a a l  f r o m  J a n u a r y  1695 to J u l y  1696l), a n d  a t t a c k e d  h i m  i n  t h e  
i n t r o d u c t i o n  t o  h i s  n e x t  ( a n d  e q u a l l y  u n t r a c e a b l e )  w o r k  " T r o o s t r e d e n "  i n  1697. 1
Rabus was in turn inflamed by this a wrote a full but wildly scathing review
of both books in the Boekzaal of July 1697, attacking principally their style, 
language and spelling rather than the content. As a result of this Van der 
Linden published in 1698 (aboiit March) his "Rabbelary van de rabbelende Rabus" 
attacking the latter, which was immediately countered by Rabus's panphlet "De 
schaaratelooze Leidschendamsche Broer Knelis" (an allusion to a biood-and-thunder ^ 
Flemish monk/preacher of that name). This he seems to have circulated free 
with the March and again with the May parts of the Boekzaal (see op.cit. March 
]698, p.369, 553).
W h a t  h a d  m o s t  a n n o y e d  R a b u s  w a s  i n  p a r t  V a n  d e r  L i n d e n ' s  p r e d i l e c t i o n  f o r  
d i v i s i o n s  a n d  s u b - d i v i s i o n s  o f  e v e r y  p a r a g r a p h ;  " ( h i j )  m a a k t  d e n  l e z e r  
b a l o o r i g  m e t  n i e t  m e e r  d a n  20 z i j d e n  v o l  v a n  d e  g e m e l d e  1.2.3* e n  a . b . c  o p  




expletive,s "Ja, Immers" etc., and in part his over-use of capital letters, in 
"zelfs de woorden 'In, Uit, Op, Van, Al, Een, Haar, Hoe, Voor, Na, Nu, Dan, Med'
(voor met) en duizend andere" (cf the passages quoted from Van der Linden in 
ear]1er chapters, e.g, chap.6). But largely it was Van der Linden's 
"allerrnisselijkste Neerduitsche spelling" which annoyed Rabus, and of this 
principally his use of single vowels in open syllables, and of the 'z' "tegen 't 
algemeen gebruik, voor 'ss* of 'sch', en aan 't eind der woorden gezet; dus 
schrijft hy 'Menz, Menzen, Toetz, Toetzen, Eiz, Eizen, Ganz (voor 'gansch* of 
'geheel') Joodz, Prinz, Hebreez, Griekz, Plaatz' en 'Oudwijvze'" - note that all 
are instead of '-sch' except in "Prinz, Plaatz, Toetz". Especially the form 
"ganz" seems to have arroused Rabus's ire: "laet hy zig schanen gansche gemaakt 
te hebben tot Ganze, als of hy, die meer verstand van hennen, eyeren, en ganzen, 
als van taal heeft, een gansche vergadering (Troostreden p.18) wilde noemen een 
ganze vergadering. ... Jai (ik zoude dat 'ja' van hem wel leeren) de gansche 
Kernel (p.70) een ganze Hemel; der mate dat hy hem zelven in eenigen deele als 
een andere malle Frans schijnt te willen aanstellen"- i.e. preaching to animals 
('malle Frans" = St. Francis of Assissi). Rabus's final advice to the preacher is 
"Schoenmal'zer blijft by uw leest", which is somewhat 'onf.air since Van der ^inden's 
spelling constitutes a system in many ways more consistent than Rabus's.
As a preacher Van der Linden may well have read De Hubert's psalm translation 
and its preface, and there found inspiration for his spellings of the type 
"menz", but their spelling systems differ radically in other ways, and influence 
on any large scale is unlikely. There is also a considerable time gap of 70 )
years between their works, though as Van Hoogstraten refers to De Hubert's work 
in 1701 it is quite possible that Van der Linden should also know it. ■
Van der Linden's followers deviated slightly from their model's tenets, for 
in the "Lof-Reden op Piet Rab" the forms "Engelse" (and "huiz") are used instead.
Van der Linden had defended his own spelling in the above-mentioned "Rabbelary", 
saying that "De Woorden, in we Ike de 's' niet Swaer genoeg is in 't Meertal,
Vereizen een 'z', als: 'Kanzen, Kranzen, Danzen, Franzen, Roomzen, Spiezen'; en 
daarom moet men ook in ' t Eental der selve een ' z' gebruiken, en Schrijven 'Kanz, jj
Kranz, Danz, Franz, Roomz, Spiez'" (p.48),
Thst the whole affair was largely a matter of conflicting personalities, and
, i;
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r e c i p r o c a l  a n t a g o n i s m  a n d  p r e j u d i c e  i s  s u g g e s t e d  b y  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  R a b u s  r e v i e w e d  
V a n  A l k e m a d e ' s  "Kampregt" a n d  h i s  o t h e r  w o r k s  w i t h o u t  m e n t i o n i n g  a n y  o f  t h e  o d d  
s p e l l i n g s  t o  b e  f o u n d  i n  t h e m .  V a n  A l k e m a d e ’ s  s p e l l i n g  o f  ' - s c h '  d i d  n o t  d e v i a t e  
f r o m  t h e  n o r m  i n  m o s t  b o o k s ,  t h o u g h  ' - s '  i s  f o u n d  i n  " H e d e r l a n d s e  D i s p l e g t i g h e d e n ,  
K a r i ç r e g t ,  R o t t e r d a m s e  H e l d e n d a d e n " ,  a n d  t h e  o c c a s i o n a l  ' - z e '  f o r m  c a n  b e  f o u n d  i n  
t h e  " i l u n t e n "  ( e . g .  " H o l l a n d z e "  p . 63), t h o u g h  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  e x c e p t i o n a l .
The third and final certain user of this system was Overschie, between 1715 
and 1735. Ini his "Oiwd Niiws" in the latter year he consistently uses such forms 
as "aardz, Latynz, glanz, vleez, helzen, ganzen". The earlier dating is due to 
his use of the same system in his earlier work "An 't Hooft der Land-Poeeten 
onser tyd, Huybert Korn? Poot" written in "1715 à 6" (sicl). This places the 
conception of Overschie's sptHing system very near to the time of Van der Linden's 
writing (though the latter died in 1712), and may indicate some continuity of 
usage throughout the early years of the century. After Overschie*s work such 
spellings have not been encountered again.
-s. -ze: This spelling is caused by analogy with the system for "huis, huizen",
though it raises a question as to the actual pronunciation heard in "Engels, 
Engelze" etc.. The use of this '-ze' is already seen in the mid 17th century, 
but may bear little relationship to the orthographically similar but differently 
generated '-ze' fom of De Hubert c.s..
The first mention in a grammar comes in Hillenius 1664 edition (only): 
"(variations occur) by leaving out, or taking away a letter, or sillable from 
the midst of a word, - as 'silbe' for 'sillabe',...'Zeeuze, Hollandze, Engelze, 
Duitze, Uitheeraze' for 'Zeeusche' &c.". Though based on the comment in Van 
Heule 1 6 3 3  mentioned earlier, the spelling is different. The editions of 
Hillenius in 1677, 1678 and I6 8 6  have the normal "Zeeuse " etc.. The forms are 
actually known from earlier years, mostly but not exclusively in non-literary 
texts.
A v e r y  g o o d  e x a m p l e  o f  t h i s  i s  t h e  " H o l l a n d t z e  M e r c u r i u s " .  T h i s  m a g a z i n e  
p r e s e n t s  a  v a r i e d  p i c t u r e  o f  c o n t e m p o r a r y  s p e l l i n g ,  a n d  a m p l y  r e f l e c t s  t h e  
l a c k  o f  u n i f o r m i t y ;  b u t  a n y  a t t e m p t  t o  c o r r e l a t e  i t s  s p e l l i n g s  w i t h  o t h e r  
c o n t e m p o r a r y  t e n d e n c i e s  i s  r i s k y ,  s i n c e  t h e  p h a s e s  w h i c h  i t  g o e s  t l i r o u g h  a r e
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best described a s  w h i m s i c a l .  " H o l l a n d s e "  f o r  e x a m p l e  i s  s p e l t  ( t o  t h e  d e s p a i r  
o f  library c a t a l o g u e r s )  as " H o l l . a n d s e ,  H o l l a n d t s e ,  H o l l a n t s e ,  H o l l a n d z e ,
H o l l a n d t z e ,  H o l l a n t z e " , w i t h o u t  any p a t t e r n .  Typical i s  t h e  y e a r  f o r  1661 w h e r e  
t h e  t i t l e  page h a s  " H o l l a n d t s c h e  r ' e r c u r i u s " ,  t h e  f i r s t  p a g e  t i t l e  reads " H e t  
t w a e l f d e  d e e l  v a n  d e n  H o l l a n t s e  - ^ e r c u r i u s "  a n d  t h e  p a g e  h e a d i n g s  r e a d  a s  f o l l o w s :  
"Hollantze" pp.2-5, 11-14, 17-19, 21, 23-24 etc., "Hollantse" pp.6-10, 15-16, 20,
22, 25, etc.; '-ze' is the commonest form until 1677 when with Abraham Casteleyn 
talcing over the printing from Pieter Casteleyn, the spelling became a uniform 
"Hollandse". Very conspicuous by its absence is any spelling with '-sche' on the 
page headings of either printer, though it does occur, very rarely, on the 
volume title-pages, as noted above for 1661. In this context at least the 
comment of De Vooys (see above) would appear to be something of an understatement.
One contemporary literary text shoeing these forms is Dullaert's "J.D.Karel |i 
Stuart" of 1 6 5 7 , which contains the spellings "Roomze, onderaartze, binnenlandze, 
aardze" (recorded.by Weijnen p.15, though since he does not record the uninflected i
forms, it must be presumed that they were '-s', since '-z' would have merited s
' I
comment). No trace of such spellings appears in other editions of Dullaert's ;
I
w o r k ,  a n d  t h e  1 7 1 9  e d i t i o n  h a s  n o  u n u s u a l  u s a g e s  a t  a l l  ( i t  i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  
V a n  H o o g s t r a t e n  h a d  e d i t e d  t h e m  o u t ) .
'I
Sporadic instances of '-ze' can be found, rarely used consistently. "Engelze, j
I
Nederlandze" can be found in Zoet 1675 (p.299 ff.), "Engelze" in Van Belderen, 
"Katwykze" in Pars 1688, "duitze" inDenElger's "Zinnebeelden", "Egmondze" in 
Eikelenberg 1739. Heugelenburg uses "Hollandze, Nederlandze" alongside "Nederlandd'I 
but all other words have '-sch' ("menschen" etc.). It may be recalled from 1,
chapter 11 that Heugelenburg also spells "plaats, plaatzen", an exactly analogous t
phenomenon (q.v.). The spellings "evangelize, lazaryze" are also recorded as 
contemporary by Tuinrnan in 1722 (see above), but the usage did not last much 










Chronology: -o, -uoliv» -se, -sche
kiddle Dutch 'sch', occasionally 's'
'sch', occasionally 's'
's' more common in popular prose 
's' gets more support in grammatical works, such 
as Winschooten, Smids, Van Belle, Bomhoff. 
Siegenbeekestablishes 'sch' as normal; popular 
's' less common, but more attacks on 'sch', 
Multatuli, followed by Kollewijn, fighting for 
the 's' spelling
""archant abolishes 'sch' except in '-ischt. 
Woordenlijst has same usage.
Rorabouts, VWS etc. fight for '-ies'; Rapport 
introduces this.
Grammars recommending or using '-s' (sometimes with '-sche' in inflexion):
De Heuiter, Twe-spraack, Kontanus, Bolognino, Winschooten, Van 
Helderen, Marin, Van Belle, Sinlcel, (Janssens), "Inleyding",
Bomhoff, Multatuli, Kollewijn, Marchant, Woordenlijst.
Post-Marchant defenders of '-ies':
Dixi, Heeroma, Rombouts, V.W.8., Eindvoorstellen
Recoimnenders/ users of '-s, -sse':
Haerlemse Courant, Winschooten, Smids, Kramer, De Heckere
Recommenders/users of '-s, -sze':
Zoet
Recommenders/ users of '-s, -ze':
Hillenius (I664), Dullaert, Zoet, Heugelenburg, Hollandse Mercurius, 
(Pars), Den Eiger, Eikelenburg (the latter erratic)
Recommenders/ users of '-z, -ze';
De Hubert, Van der Linden, Overschie
Users of 'sg-, -sge':
Middle Dutch, Duikerius, Najer (Janssens, De Neckere) 
critics - Van der Schuere, Leupenius, Winschooten, E,G.P.> Tuinrnan, Ten Kate,
Van der Palm, "Inleyding", Mulisch
Recommander of '-s', -s'e':
J.M.Hoogvliet
Writers using '-s, -se' (occasional users in brackets):
(Middle Dutch)(Huygens)(Bredero)(Van Engelen)(ûe Ruyter)(Bontekoe) 




Chanter l/i-. '_-_t '
The spelling 'ti', In the suffixes '-tie, -tien', where it is not pronounced 
/ti/, occurs only in loan words. As until comparatively recently the usual
method was to leave loans as near as possible in their original native spelling
the majority of e;irlier grammarians do not discuss this particular spelling. But 
since these words include many which have been in use ever since the Middle Ages 
it would unreasonable not to expect a certain amount of variation in spelling.
In Middle Dutch the normal form was '-ti-^  with a high degree of consistency 
but with a substantial minority of '-ci-' spellings applied with the same 
consistency by different writers. It would appear that the two spellings have 
their origin in Latin and French respectively, i.e. "conscientie, gratie" are 
influenced by Latin "conscientia, gratia", and "consciencie, gracie" by French 
"conscience, grace"; either spelling is justifiable in Dutch.
Hoebeke records "conscientie" in the 14th century, "audi-fe" in the 15th,
"consciencie, gracie" in 1291, and many other examples (e.g. "condicie"). Salverda
de Grave, in his discussion of loan words from French, does not discuss this
spelling, but words noted in his examples of other spellings include "alliantie,
abondantie, kwitantie; acqitanse, allianse; kondoleancie, defaillancie, assurance;
destourbanche", giving quite a variety of forms (some of them from later dates).
W.N.T. gives "nacie" as the most common spelling for that particular word in
Middle Dutch, and in l/j.85 the Ghent translation of Boethius has exclusively the
'-ci-: system, apart from in one position; thus we find always such forms as
"execucie, sciencie, iuiicie, ignoracien, Boecius", and the exception constitutes
words containing the combination '-cti-' which is always spelt thus. The reason
for this may lie in the printing of ligatures in the tj'pe involved - ' c ' and ' 1 '
are usually joined in a ligature in the suffix, though not in other positions
('sciencie, paciencie", usage in "Boecius"varies). In '-cti-' the 'c' and the ' t'
ligature takes preference over the ligature of 'c' (or 't') and 'i','since a
threefold ligature is not possible. The spelling '-cci-' does not seem to have
been considered (they are not unknown - Bredero uses "coreccy", arid see Gelliers
and Cramer below), even though this would have had the support of 'cc' spellings
in such words as "accident". The '-ci-' spelling is restricted to French loan 
words in this book, '-ti-' being retained in Latin words (e.g. 'consolations').
à
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Other printers were not so rigorous - the William Gaxton edition of Boethius in 
1431 reads "Boecius de consolacione Philosophie". Ho difference in pronunciation 
is likely to be concealed by these two spellings.
^Ithough it is probable, as stated above, that the '-ci-' spelling is due to
French influence, it is not noticeably more common in '--outhern works than in works
from the North. The Antwerp jurist and purist Jan van der Werve uses '-ti-' but
Cornelis Crul, also from Antwerp, regularly uses '-cie' in the early years of the 
same century. Coornhert's "Voorreden" ofl563 uses '-ci-' in most words "conversacie 
excellencie", but wavers in the word "natie" spelt with '-ti-' for example on 
page 13 & 14, and with '-ci-' on page 13. Plantijn and Killan both use '-ti-'. 
Minor variants from this period include "correxie" recorded by Verwijs & Verdam, 
and "correcxcie" used by Everaert.
From the beginning of the 17th century comments begin to appear on the 
pronunciation of these words, there being two accepted pronunciation still today 
- /si/ and /tsi/. Not all of the comments are unambiguous however, as will appear. 
Van der Schuere-gives the pronunciation as /c/: "Wanneer 'ti' een Sillabe maakt, 
ende de volgende Sillabe in 't zelve woord met een klynk-letter begind, ('t welk 
alleen in uybhemsche woorden geschied) zoo héft de 't' daer een kracht ende klank 
in 't uytspreken als oft een 'c' waer". It is possible that by /c/ he means to 
indicate the pronunciation /ts/ often represented by 'c ' (see chap.2). Dafforne 
in 1627 prefers to say that 't' has "de kracht van 's', blykende in 'Portie,
Spatie'" (p.122), objecting to Van der Schuere's use of /c/ since it could equally 
well suggest /k/ to an inexperienced reader. For the reasons stated in chapter 
2 it is also possible that Van der Schuei^ used /c/ rather than / s/ because 's' 
sometimes represented /z/, and the sentence he uses would be read giving 'c ' its 
alphatebical name of 'cee' (pronounced /se:/), indicating the sound he wishes to 
hear. Neither Van der Schuere nor Dafforne wish to change the quelling. A later 
witer who also gives the pronunciation as /c/ is Duikerius. Bredero (or his 
printer) has a varied usage, with "nacy, reputacy, rekreatie, scienty".
The first grammar to moot a possible change in the spelling is Van Heule in 
1633, referring to "...'Conscientie', daer wy volgens onze tale, zouden konnen 
schrijven ... 'Konciencie'" (p.144/. This comment is preserved in Beyer, using
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"Koncifÿij" (p.105), but is omitted in Hexham who notes instead "that 't' comming 
before ’i' is pronounced as *c'; Example 'conditie', condition, pronounce it 
'condicie'; 'portie', portion, as 'porcie'" (first page of the grammar). Note 
that he does not consider this a possible spelling (unlike Van Heule). Just as 
unarabiguous about the pronunciation as Dafforne is Montanus: "De Stofmerking der 
uitheemse woorden gescliiet schier altijt nae den Oorspronc; als ... 'natie'... 
voor 'naasy'... en in 'gratie' (beduit) de 't' een 's'" (p25). This is a clear 
statement that etymology should overrule pronunciation.
But whereas the choice between '-ci-' and '-ti-' was relatively straightforward 
for men of letters it was not so easy for less well educated i/riters, and phonetic 
spellings with 's' often occur, for example, in De Ruyter - "nasye, predycasye, 
declynasye, pasensye". He also occasionally uses the equally phonetic 'ts' forms 
such as "vysytatsye", though spellings such as "lloeuweryskys, hackxsyen" for 
"Mauritius, actien" are less easily défendable. Of other variants the '5 'spelling 
discussed in chapter 2 , with its possible representation of /ts/, is found in 
such words as "stagy", used by Anslo (Klioos Kraam II, 16). Van Helderen's claim 
that "'tie' luit als 'sie'... schrijft 'grasi'" (Kort-schrift-boek, p.14) is 
probably not the plea for spelling change which it seems as he is discussing the 
use of the special characters in his short-hand alphabet, not in the everyday 
system.
The '-ci-' spelling is now quite uncommon, and is defended by none of the 
contemporary grammars, with the natural exception of words which had 'c ' in Latin 
such as "provineie" (this is the system followed by, amongst others, Vondel and 
Meijer). It does however appear to have been in continued use throughout the 
17th century, since it is given(or used) by some grammars in the early years of 
the following century. De Vin (1716) uses "porcie, instrukcie, and Kramer's 
grammar of the same year actually gives this spelling as the norm: "Die Endsylbe 
|=anz* ist (im Hollandischen) '-ance' oder '-antie', als 'Abondance, (Abondantie),
••0 Die Endsylbe '=enz' ist '-encie' oder 'entie', als: 'Audiencie, Audientie' &c.
Die Endsylbe '=ion' ist auf Niederdeutsch (l) '-cie' oder '-tie', oder 
'-issie', als: 'Abbreviacie, Abbreviatie; Actie; Affectie; Alteracie, Alteratie; 
Assignacie, Assignable; Citacie, Citatie'". He gives no examples of the '-issie'
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alternative, and it is interesting to note that he gives no alternative forms for 
the words containing ’-cti-', recalling the similar exception made by the Ghent 
Boecius (see above). It may be assumed with a certain degree of certainty, given 
the usage of De Vin, that this was indeed still a contemporary spelling, though 
this does not necessarily hold for the later editions of the grammar (e.g.1744) 
which still contain this coimnent1 His dictionary similarly contains such forms 
as "negociacie, nacien".
Sewel's revision of La Grue in 1719 records three different spellings, though 
they are not the same as Kramer's three alternatives: "le 'ti' (se prononce) 
comme en François & en Latin: 'oratie'... lisez 'oracle'; 'predikatie'... 
prononcez 'predicacie'. Il y en a qui écrivant ces mots & semblables par 'ti', 
d'autres 'ci'. & quelques-uns 'tsie', comme 'predikatie, predikacie, predikaatsie'" 
Note that to all these three he ascribes the same pronunciation, and is concerned 
only with the variation in spelling. The form "predikaatsien" is used by Nyloe, 
e.g. in his book of sermons, where it constitutes the plural of "predikaatsi"
(sic) to be found on the table of contents; "staatsi" can similarly be found on 
page 39. This dropping of the final '-e' is uncommon. Langendijk's use of 
"predikaatsje" to rhyme with "glaasje" (in "Remedie tegen de dronkenschap") is 
probably a diminutive rather than a further alternative for '-tie'. The joint 
influence of eminent figures such as Moonen, Huydecoper and Hagenaar, using 
'-tie' made other variants noticeably less widely used. Moonen recognised the 
pronunciation "als of 'er ... 'tsie' geschreeven is" (p.12), but did not wish to 
alter the accepted spelling.
As has been noted with several spellings in other chapters, many grammars did 
not thinlc it necessary to discuss the spelling of foreign words, in this case a 
foreign suffix, yet it still comes as a little surprising to hear Van Belle's 
reasons stated so blatantly - "TI Behoort niet tot het Nederduits, en behoeft 
derhalven in eene Nederduitse SpraakJcunst niet verklaard te worden; ten waare 
men voorhad eenen volkornen Lyst van de uitspraaken aller vreemde Letteren te 
maaken". As so many very common words were involved it is strange that he 
should consider their spelling outside his terms of reference. It is possible 
t-hat a puristic tendency underlies this, as is shown even more strongly in the
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labor words of Zeydolaar - "Do 'tie'... (klinlct) in die woorden als 'sie'; dus 
spreekt men uit 'oraassie'o Edoch alle deese en dérgelijke woorden behoorden uit 
onze Taal', gelijk de JesuTten uit Spanjen, verbannen te worden"! Host people 
were not as radically puristic as these however, and the use of both the words 
and the spellings continued unabated.
Gelliers, recalling the statements of Van der Schuere and Duikerius, tells 
his readers that "'tie' komt van ' t Latyn, Leest als 'cie' - 'Gorrectie.,
Excusatie Gratie Penitentie' Leest 'Gorreccie Excusacie Gracie Fenitencie'". But 
Bastiaan Cramer reads two pronunciations into the spelling variation; "De 't' 
wordt in bastaai-dwoorden als 'c* of 's' uit gesproken (- does he mean /ts/cc / s/, 
or two ways of spelling /s/?-), bij voorbeeld; 'oratie, gratie, satisfactie, 
correctie, predikatie', enz., welke woorden men iets scherper uitspreekt (/ts/?) 
dan 'oracie, grade, satisfactie (= ' satisfaccie'), correccie, predikacie', enz. 
Doch te schrijven 'provintie', voor 'provincie', is niet goed, als komende dat 
woord van 'provincia'". He too kept '-ti-' as the preferred spelling. Remarkable 
is the insinuation at two spellings for two different pronunciations - "oratie" 
("iets scherper") and "oracie"(quoted from the 1394 edition, 1777 is similar).
Van Rhyn gives the pronunciation as only with /s/ in 1753 (p.19) but Ballieu 
(1772) gives it as "een sterke 's'", probably meaning /ts/ (cf. chap.13). The 
Dutch-French dictionary of HinkeDjnan in 1733 enters alternative spellings for 
many words, e.g. "quitancie of quittantie", yet lists only one form for "natie, 
provintie" - the latter being the more exceptional as it disregards the often 
stated derivation rule mentioned by Cramer. The only other user of '-t-' in this 
word to have been noted in the texts consulted was Bmyters in 1613 who uses both 
'-tie' and '-cie'.
Bolhuis (1793) not only recognizes only one spelling he also recognizes only 
one pronunciation,attributing the '-tie' spelling to foreign influence along with 
all spellings using 'c, q, x, y, ph, th' - "De uitgang 'tie' (klinlct) als 'tsie*: 
'satisfactie, oratie, notitie, administratie, navigatie'". This comment is in 
full agreement with the second editbn of the Nut's "Trap der Jeugd" published in 
the same year - "Als de woorden met 'tie' eindigen, spreekt men die einde uit als 
'tsie'... schoon deze 's' 'er niet staat". The later similar work by Varick
i |:
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(also a Hub Issue) mentions no pronunciation, just the spelling '-tie'. Jester 
also keeps the now almost standard spelling '-tie' although, like Bolhuis and the 
Nut, recognising the pronunciation as "naatsionaal, administraatsie"etc.. It is 
noticeable that the number of comments on this spelling begins to rise about the 
second half of the 13th century. This probably reflects not only a puristic 
move against the variety of swellings and pronunciations in such words, but also 
a growing awareness of the place of these and other loan words in normal Dutch. 
Unlike Van ^elle, these later grammarians clearly did consider the discussion of 
the spelling of loan words relevant to a discussion of Dutch spelling.
Siegenbeek gave the official blessing to the '-tie' spelling, though for 
rather conservative reasons - "... daar zij anders een waiistaltige aanzien 
verkrijge". This remained the standard spelling until the end of that century, 
when the first oppositbn began to appear. Some Southern grammars do not give the 
pronunciation as the Northern /ts/, but as / s/, e.g. Renier states that "'t ' 
luidt als 's' in 'natie, statie'", though he has no objection to the fact that 
the spelling is therefore non-phonetic. L te Winkel also gives the pronunciation 
as / s/, but Bomhoff reaffirms that '-tie' is normally pronounced in standard 
(Northern) Dutch with /ts/; the latter too has no desire to adapt this spelling 
to the pronunciation.
The first attack on this spelling came from some of the more radical members 
of the Kollewijn reform movement, wishing to see the introduction of the more 
phonetic forms '-sie* or '-tsie'; it did not however constitute a part of their 
official "Voorstellen". Nevertheless the fact that some of the members had 
supported this move made it a target for criticism from Van Ginneken as late as 
in I93I0 Scharten was also opposed to such a change,feeling that "Een groot 
aantal monstra ontstaat vooral door het 'tie' dat als 'sie','tsie', of 'psie' 
moet worden uitgesproken. Primarily however, he is opposed to the inconsistencies 
not to the spelling of the suffix itself, as seen is such semi-Dutch "monstra" as 
"konkurentie, redaktie, auktie, konscientie, koncert"- "het zij of 'redaksie' of 
'redactie'". He accuses the proposers of such hybrid spellings of a 
"verbijsterende willekeur, die de zonderlingste regelingen van De Vries en te 
Winkel evenaart". He does not seem to have been in principle against this
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particular reform. Will© however, another critic of the more radical Kollewijners 
was opnosed to these forms (see chap.o). Since the official proposals of the 
Kollewijn movement did not touch this spelling it is not strange that the spelling 
of Marchant in ].935 loft the '-tie' intact. Similarly the Woordenlijst of 1954 
rules that "'tie' in woorden als 'advertentie, attentie', blijft" - it had not 
been within their terms of reference to consider this change, and it was not one 
of the most keenly sought reforms.
One of the stranger suggestions for the spelling of this suffix came in 1934 
from the anonymous "Dixi": "Voorts vervangt de 'c ' in ons stelsel de 't' der 
bestaande spellingen waar deze in woorden van vreernden oorsprong ook als 'c ' 
wordt uitgesproken: 'administraci, advertenci, agitaci, ambieci,... stacion'. Bij 
al deze en dîrgeleke woorden staan we voor de |ceus tussen 'c ' en 'ts', die beide 
in de be’schaafde uitspraak worden gehoord. Bij enkele, zoals 'ambieci, iniciatief, 
naci, staci', zal men allicht aan de 'ts' de voorkeur geven; de spelling is dan 
'ambietsi, inietsiatief, naatsi, staatsi'" (p.17 - cf. Nyloe's formsi). Exactly 
what sound he claimed for 'c ' is difficult to establish - here it seems to be 
/s/, yet elsewhere he argues for the restoration of 'c ' where radicals suggested 
's', "overeenkomstig de uitspraak", suggesting that 's' was unrepresentative 
(cf. chap.2). Even less orthodox is his suggestion for '-ctie' which, in line 
with his ruling that "men sclirijve elk woord zo kort mogelek" becomes 'x', as in 
"anxj., rea^ci, sanxi, sexi" (cf. chap. 16).
After the decision against change taken by the Woordenlijst of 1954, Rombouts 
was one of the first to renew the demand for this reform, though he is aware of 
some of the difficulties involved: "Wellicht is op geen enkel punt de eenhijt zo 
moeilek te berijken als op dit. De moeilekhijt schuilt hier echter minder in de 
spelling dan in de uitspraalc. ... In et algemeen schijnt er 'n tegenstelling te 
be staan tussen noort en zuit: in et noorden bij voorkeur de 'ts'-vorm, in et 
zuiden ... de 's'-uitspraak. ... Hoe et zij, de vigerende spelling: 'gratie, 
attentie, vakantie' is voor bijde partijen onbevredegent: voor et noorden zou et 
nioeten zijn: 'graatsi, attentsi, vakantsi', voor et zuiden: ' grasi, attensi, 
vakansi'... De ' s^-spelling (verdient) de voorkeur... omdat ze, wel voor et 
grootste deel van de Dietse bevolking, voldoet aan de spellinggrontwet: 'schrijf 
Wat er klinkt'... Wi per se 'polietsie' wil zeggen, kan dat even goet doen bij
 al
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de spelling met 's'ala bij di met 't'",- i.e. with the 's' spelling the 
pronunciation of over half the speakers is accurately represented, and the others 
are no worse off than with the '-tie* spelling (p.109).
Verschueren agrees with this proposal in his reformed spelling, the rules of 
which are given in his 1961 dictionary: "27. 'ti, tie' gespr. 'si' of 'tsi' = 'si': 
'adrninistrasi, nasi'". The VJS and Wellekens also wanted change, the latter 
mooting "reaksi". But the government "Rapport" tried to compromise with the 
proposal of two spellings: "Ue commissie stelt voor 's' te spellen na 'k' en 'p', 
maar overigens geen wijziging aan te brengen; dus 'konstruksie, absorpsie', maar 
'abstinentie, politic, station",- i.e. where only /s/ is possible spell 's', where 
either pronunciation is possible retain 't', which, as pointed out by Rombouts, 
fits neither pronunciation. The intention was probably to offend neither body of 
spealcers by suggesting that the others' pronunciation was more acceptable than 
their own. The later "Eindvoorstellen" made no araendment to the "Rapport" on this, 
and the"Aksiegroep Spellingvereenvaudiging 1972" accepted this compromise system.
A reform of this spelling could be of great effect in no longer hindering the 
simplification of the anomalous spelling '-isch' to '-ies', since with the present 
spellings a simplification of '-isch' alone would result in such homographie 
pairs as "staties" (stations) and "staties" (static) - see chap.13.
Summary
Usages and users mentioned above:
-tie Middle Dutch, Van der Werve, Plantijn, Kilian, Van der Schuere etc.
-ty Bredero
-sie some Kollewijners, Scharten, Rapport
-sye De Ruyter
rijssie Kramer




-si (Van Helderen),Rombouts, Verscheuren, VNS, Wellekens
—S6\
-ce'\ these Middle Dutch spellings probably represent a French pronunciation
-che'
-cie Middle Dutch,Boecius,Crul,Smyters,Van Heule,Vin,Kramer,La Grue/Sewel
Cramer, Winkelman.





-u, ~w, -uw in fin-jl position 
-ue, -we, -uwe in medial position
-eew in systems where '-uw' is used after other vowels
WT-, /^i'-
u, w , uw in final and, medial position
The principal spelling concerned here is the addition or non-addition of 'w' 
at the end of such words as "vrouw, nieuw, eeuw", and its analogous insertion in 
such words as "behouwden". In the unj.nflected form the ' u' and the 'w' are not 
both necessary, but the presence of the glide 'w' in inflected forms - e.g. "vrou, 
vrouwen" - analogous to the 'j' in "maaijen", influenced most writers, at least 
in modern times, in retaining the 'w' in the uninflected form. A large number of 
users felt this to be unnecessary however, dropping the 'w' in final position.
Some conversely felt that it was the 'u' which was superfluous and used just 'w' 
in all forms, and yet others used '-u' in the uninflected forms but did not add 
'w' in inflexion. This latter minority usage is analogous to the now fully 
accepted spelling "maaien", cf. "vrouen".
Possible spellings are therefore; "vrouw, vrou, vrow", and the inflected 
forms "vrouwen, vrouen, vrowen". All of these occur, and the most common 
combinations to be found are "vrouw - vrouwen", "vrou - vrouwen", less commonly 
"vrow - vrowen", and much less frequently "vrou - vrouen". Each of these 
combinations can be justified, and has been at various times by some grammars.
Middle Dutch has as its predominant spelling "nieu - nieuwe, vrou - vrouwe" 
etc., though final '-uw' is not unknown. Variant spellings such as "newe, nuwe" 
recorded by Van Loey (Sprkk. p.6l) probably reflect variant pronunciations.
"Niew" can also be found in Middle Dutch, "niewe" for example occurring on page 
1 (column ii) of the Ghent Boecius. Van Loey (loc. citj also records the similar 
variants "gra, graeu, graeuw; bla, blauw". It is possible that dialect 
differences influenced the choice between '-u' and '-uw', for it is striking that 
after ca.l600 '-u' is largely restricted to the North. Here the Southern 
tendency to use the longer forms such as "vrouwe" may be instrumental, a good 
example of which can be seen in "Nog fragmenten van een gesprekboekje" (Van Loey 
in Revue Beige de Philologie, 1935). This comprises a Northern and a Southern 
version, the former consistently using such spellings as "vrou" where the latter
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has "vi’ouwe". In other texts however, where '-uwe' is not used, '-u' can also
be found from the South.,
The Exercitium uses only the "graeu - rçrauwe" forms, as do De Castelein and 
Lambrecht. The latter has entries in his dictionary such as "nieu oft nieuwe; 
nieuheyt; schu", I'leurier (1558) only gives examples of the inflected forms: "II 
fiaminco o Thedesco ritrouasi hauere in molti vocaboli tre vocali consequent!, 
come in quest! & simili: 'cauwen, vrouwe, vlauwe, crauwen, wynbrauwe, uwe, 
bauwe ', quasi che volesse Toscan amenta & adagio prononciare 'ca o en, vr o en'
&c,". As each of these words has at least four consecutive vowels, even counting 
'w '  (='w') as one, the "tre vocali consequent!" must refer to the combination 
'-uw'. This is the only occasion on which he deviates from the standard
contemporary typographical practice of using the letter-form 'v' only in initial
position, and 'u' only in medial position (cf. "hauere, ritrouasi"). The use of 
'uu' for 'w' seems to be less common than 'w ' .
A little later in the same century Lucas d'Heere and Coornhert both use '-u', 
as in "wou, wouwe". The usage in the letter's "Voorreden" deviates slightly 
from that used in his Boccaccio translation, and often uses just 'w', as in "howt, 
vrowe, vrowelijck, getrowlijken". These '-w(-)' forms are not very common.
Plantijn and Kilian both use '-uw', though in both dictionaries examples are 
elusive since both prefer the longer forms such as "vrouwe, zenuwe"; the 
uninflected adjectives such as "nieuw" indicate the basic usage. Kilian had a 
positive preference for such forms, as is âaown by the entry "lau .j, lauw"
('.j.' = "id est" and refers to the main entry). Plantijn deviates slightly from 
this system when giving the plural of "zenuwe", with two different forms - 
"zenuwen, zenuen". This use of '-uen' is very uncommon, probably because of the 
danger of mispronunciation of the 'ue' as /ü;/ or /b/, though as the use of the 
digraph 'ue' died out in later years, several grammarians felt free to moot this 
"VDU - vrouen" system.
The first book to actually discuss these spellings (Meurier is only concerned 
with the pronunciation) is Sexagius. On page C6 he compares "vrau, trau, baut" 
and "trouw, vrouw',' etc., and decides that it is pointless to have two letters at 
the end for the /u/ sound (as in "trouw") "quum unicum sufficat". Of much the
1
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same conviction was De Heuiter, who similarly proposed the '-u' spelling in 
"hiou, nieu". He extended this, however, to cover the inflected forms, feeling 
that both 'u' and H,/' was excessive - "'Nieuwe, zouwen, vrouwen, brouwen, rouwen, 
vouwen, bouwen, touwen, mouwen, weduwe', wat hebben dees in tmiddel des woorts 
van doen 'wa. u.' bide 'o'... daer 'u. ' vocale komt, ist genouh die voorsz. woorden, 
en andere aldus te schriven ... 'nieue, zouen, vrouen, douën, rouën, vouën, bouën, 
touën, mouën; weduë'" (p.8 4 ).
The usage in the Twe-spraack is a little irregular, causing Eooiman in his 
discussion of this book to vnrite that "In de spelling ('eeu' en 'ieu') waren 
moeilijkheden, die Sp. nooit heeft overwonnen. Nu eens schrijft hij achter de 
'ee* en 'ie' een 'u', dan weer een ' , soms beide letters; een dergelijke
inconsequentie dus als bij de 'au'. Naar zijn voorbeelden te oordeelen schijnt 
hij een neiging te hebben 'eeu' en 'ieuw' te spellen". Thus, when discussing the 
vowels, Spiegel writes that "Even alzo hoordyze (i.e. the 'a') in 'au' ende 'aau', 
'ick grau, snau, bau, kau, ghau', ende 'blaau, graau, raau, paau'... De ' e' durigh 
zynde, hoordy in 'eeu, leeu, schreeu, sneeu'". This affirms the basic intention 
as being to use '-u', but, as Kooiman points out, other forms such as "niewe, 
niewicheid, vrouw" also occw. Spiegel actually makes an intriguing and deliberate 
use of this variation in his declension of nouns; "vrouw" is nominative and 
accusative, "vrou" is vocative, and "Vanden Vrou" is ablative. As he cannot 
intend that all the examples given above are in the vocative or ablative, this 
must be aclmowledged as an inconsistency on Spiegel's part, unless the irregularity 
of the whole book, including the declension of "vrou(w)" is the fault of the 
printer alone.
The '-u' system is also used by Stevin in his "Uytspraek van de Weerdicheyt..." 
where he lists "leeu, nieu, vrou" amongst the monosyllabic words. Other users from 
this period include Van der Noot and Valcoogh. But by now, the end of the l6th 
century, the '-uw' system was becoming more widespread, though it is difficult to 
say what should have caused this increased popularity. Users of '-uw' from the 
early years of the 17th century include Van Beaumont, Roemer Visscher (though the 
pirated edition of 1612 has 'vrou, gau" etc.), and his daughter Anna.
Van der Schuere does not mention this spelling when spealcing of "u Va ende Wa",
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but when discussing dipthongs and triphthongs his usage is clearly seen as the
older ' -u, -uwe ' system; " ' ieu',... in ' nieu, hieu' enz,... ' eeu'... in ' eeuwig' *',
and most tellingly in the table
"baud bauwen
daiid zijnde in't dauwen
rpraud ver lange n grauwen
haud hauwen
schaud schauwen" (p.4 6 )
Usage amongst writers/ printers continued to oscillate between the two 
systems. Van Borsselen often dropped the '-w', especially in compound words such 
as "blau-gescliubde, schou-spel, meu-boren", as compared to "trouw, dauw" etc.. 
anyter8 uses '-uw' in his Epitheta, but also enters the word "sneeu". Van Santen 
uses '-uw', as does Hooft in "Baeto", though his"Achilles" uses '-u', e.g.
"loffrou, verkouwen"etc. (from a different printer). Hooft's "Uaernemingen",
which, may be assumed to follow his own preferences, have only '-uw', as in "gaeuw,
zouw" (the latter in N0 .I4 ). Coster and Heinsius used the older '-u'system.
The occurrence of "zouw" in Hooft is symptomatic of a not altogether new 
trend, namely the addition of 'v.U to 'ou, au' in all positions, whether final or 
not, treating 'ouw, auw' as a single compound letter, or rather trigraph, for the 
sound wherever it may occur. An earlier example mentioned above was "howt" from 
"houden" in Coornhert's "Voorreden". With the spread of final '-uw' spellings 
this internal '-uw-' becomes a little more common, though it was not used by all |
'-uw' spellers. There is also probably influence from such forms as "houwen, |
zouwen" where intervocalic 'd' has been dropped. p
l i i
One of the few grammarians to support such spellings, a little later in the ; g
■t
century, is Van Engelen. He does this because he feels a need to distinguish the ,
two uses of the digraph 'ou' prevalent in Southern spelling - for /au/ or /oe/: j-
"Aangande de 'O' en 'W (='U') de welke sora-wylen oock genoraen worden (maar zeer 
onredelyck) al of het een 'A' ende 'Ut waar. gelyck 'au-lieden', instee van 'u.L' j
Want dit is tegenstrydende. Oock'men nempt de 'o' ende 'e' voor 'o' ende 'u' I
'goet Hout, bonum lignum', ^t kzouwder eer eenen 'goten hout, concavum pileum' |
wyt verstaan, my dunckt het beter is de 'u' een 'u' te-galmen als voor een 'au',
if I'
ende te-spellen, 'gouwdt, aurum, gout, bonus'". Thus, as can be seen in his p
spelling "kzouwder" (ik zoude er), he is deliberately borrowing the '-uw' spelling 
^ d  adapting it to a new purpose. He consequently uses such forms in his text as
IL-.; .
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"wouwd'ick, het wouwdt" etc. It is doubtful if Van Engelen had any influence on 
contemporary spellings either in this respect or in any of his other suggestions 
made "Aan den onverdeelden Leser", mostly concerning the use of 'ii' for 'ie' in 
"niit, ziin, briif, di", and the use of "den" in the nominative.
The '-uw' system was by now just as common as the '-u, -uwe' system; Huygens, , 
Bredero, Camphuysen, Bolswert, Krul, and others use the former, Starter, Revins, 
Stalpart van der Wiele, Van Baerle, and just as many others the latter. Huygens
also occasionally uses a '-w' system, as in "naw, niewe" (both in "Scheepspraet") )
J
- see also the later section on '-eew'. Bredero and Camphuysen also occasionally 
use such forms as "souw, wouw", and some of the letter's early works (e.g. "Godt 
de Wraek") use '-u', as in "getrou". Bontekoe and De Ruyter, in what may be called 
a typical unlearned literary style, apply either system without consistency.
Amongst grammarians. De Hubert is not concerned with this spelling, but uses ' ^
'-uw', and Van Heule does discuss it but can come to no definite conclusions. In
the first edition (p.4) he mentions the diphthongs "Aeuw...Eeuw ofte Eeu,... 
ieuw ofte ieu", where he seems to consider the 'w' part of the diphthong (in
the phonetic sense - he is not misled by the use of more than two letters). (
1 •
His examples only use '-uw', and this agrees with the listing of '-uw' before j :
'-u' in the alternatives just mentioned. In the 1633 edition however he lists
examples (p.9-10) of the various vowels in such words as "snau, gau, kau; blaeu, j
...Leeu, schreeu, sneeu; Hieu,nieu", and on the previous page the alternatives
are listed as "AEu of AEuw...IEu, of lEuw" and "EEu" with no '-uw' form. This
reversal of policy is possibly brought about by a deeper acquaintance with De
Heuiter's work and its avoidance of superfluous letters. This would explain the
entries in the table "Van de veranderlicke Letteren ... Ooc zo schijnt onder deze
veranderlicke Letteren de U te behoren, welke in eenighè woorden in eene W
verandert als in
Leeu en Leewen of ooc Leeuen
Zeeu en Zeewen Zeeuen
Blaeu en Blaewen Blaeuen
Hieu en Hiewen Hieuen" (p.5).
The use of "Leeuen" he almost certainly borrowed from De Heuiter, as also the
"Leewen" which De Heuiter, however, only uses after 'ee' (see below). Influence
from De Heuiter is more often seen in Van Heule's second edition than his first.
, lud
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and his new system is thus either '-u, -ue' or '-u, -we', as in "Leeu - Leeuen,
Leeu - Leewen”, neither of which systems is particularly common. The only 
exception to his rule is in words containing '-ouw-' which are always spelt thus 
e.g. "vrouwe” (p.53). '"’nalogous to the "leewen” system is the use of "koejen, 
hojen" etc. also allowed by Van ^^eule.
Tiiree grammars come between the two editions of Van "^ eule: Dafforne who uses 
the '-u, -uwe' system (p.33: "'ieu' in 'nieu, schieu, hieu'"), ampzing who does 
not discuss this spelling but uses "vrou - vrouwe” etc (e.g. line 6), and Plenp.
The latter is alone in using the '-u, -ue' system recommended by De Heuiter, and 
in this he precedes its adoption by Van Heule's second edition. Plemp uses such 
forms as "Warschouinge, nieuelik, brouen, ouelik, stuen", all without a '-w-', 
which he feels to be utterly unnecessary. In support of this he calls on the 
Latin word "luere”, which is not spelt "luwere" even though it is pronounced with 
this glide consonant; no more should Dutch use this extraneous letter he claims. 
Although comparing the orthographic conventions of two different languages is a 
dangerous procedure, this is a very justifiable comment, since, as mentioned above, 
the 'w' in "vrouwen” is as uruiecessary as the 'j' in "maaijen". All that the 
Bible translators offer on this spelling is a comment on "'bouwde' et 'bouwede'", 
which implies a use of '-uw' in final position, since users of the '-u' system 
would have spelt 'boude" - cf.Van der Schuere above.
A few years later Montanus developed his own system for these words. Realising 
like Plemp and Van Ëeule that the use of '-uw' is superfluous, he adopts the 
'-w, -we' system which had been used occasionally since Middle Dutch, e.g. by 
Spiegel and Huygens, though by none with total consistency. On page 71 he 
describes the 'w' in the following terms: "Een Platte Staege-uu is een 
vryklinkende platte en staege lipletter ... in'eew, leewen, raew'", and on page 
75 he explains that "Alsraen de Woorden in 'u' eindigende verlengt, zoo en geschiet 
dat niet met 'v', maer met 'w'; als 'weeU/^weewen, ic bou/bouwen', en niet 'weeven, 
bouven'". He is here demonstrating that 'u' is related to 'w' rather than to 'v', 
which exT)lains his inconsistent use of '-u' in the above words instead of his more 
normal '-w'. On page 26 he admits that his system is less common: "(ic) schrijf 
...'ooc, m W ,  row': al ist datmen eigentlijker en gewoonelijker zou stellen ... 
'mouw, rouw'". "Niewe" in the title of his book illustrates his normal usage.
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When Hexham translated extracts of Van Heule's 1633 edition in the appendix 
to his dictionary of 1643, he seems to have modernised the letter's original 
suggestion of "Leewen of ooc Leeuen", as he now irrites that "There is also some 
change in the letter 'u ', which in the plurals is changed into 'w': as in 'Leeu',
Lyon, 'Leewen', or also 'Leeuwen', Lyons; 'Zeeu...Zeewen' or 'Zeeuwen'...;'Blaeu 
,..Blaewen' or 'Blaeuwen';...'Hieu...Hiewen' or 'Hieuwen'". He therefore 
considers the "Leeuen" spelling out of date, though not the "Leewen" alternative, 
and this agrees with the usage in contemporary books. His dictionary entries, 
which rai-ely abide by the tenets of the grammar, have a consistent '-uw' system
The other copier of Van Heule, Beyer in 1661, deviates almost completely from 
his SOU]-ce in adopting '-uw' as an alternative in the uninflected form: on page 
123 he gives "nieuwe" as masc./fem. with "nieuw of nieu" as the neuter of the 
adjective, and on page 111 he v/rites that "Eenige woorden laten in den Roeper de 
'e' bequamelik achter als 'Heere, 6 Heer; vrouwe, o vrouw'; of noch beknopter,
'vrou'". Van Heule gives only "vrou" (p.5 6 ). When giving the spelling rules he 
gives the same rule as Hexham: "de 'v* {= 'u'} ^erander-Q in 'w ' of 'uw':...'Leeu,
Leew, en Leeuwen'" (p.II4 ); this latter should read "Leeu, Leewen en Leeuwen" as 
the French and English versions show. Corresponding to this system are such 
spellings in the text as "niewe" (p.Ilf), with "des vrouws" agreeing with Van Heulec,
Kok, the year after Hexham, uses the standard '-uw' system, as does Leupenius 
who, like Van der Schuere and many others, only shows his preference when 
discussing the diphthongs: "'au' ih.., ' graauw, blaauw',... 'eeu' in 'leeuw'... y
'ieu' in 'hieuw', and in the declension of nouns such as "vrouw" (p.44). This is 
in fact the most common system to be put forward by grammars from this date onwards, , :
though the '-u, -uwe' system was far from obsolete. Van den Ende may have
adopted the latter system deliberately in liis avoidance of "overvloed van lettren", 
though he may equally well be following tradMon. Bolognino does the same in 
1657 (pp.22, 31), but Binnart uses '-uw'.
When Vondel changed his spelling system around I66O, the spelling of the words j
ending in '-u(w)' was also affected. Whereas before this date he had regularly ; j.
nsed the '-uw' system, he now simplified this to '-u' in "leeu, sneeu, naeu, vrou, 
klaeu" etc., retaining the 'w' in inflexion (klaeuwen). "Ithough this does 
represent a simplification, it is, as noted above, going against the contemporary
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trend from ’-u' to '-ui;'. This '-u' system was also followed by Gats, and these 
two eminent writers brought about a new spate of '-u' spellers amongst their 
followers, e.g. Croon, brune, Anslo, Brandt (Brune also used '-uw'). Others 
continued to use '~uw', e.g. Dullaert, De Witt, Broekhuisen, Pels, and Nil 
Volentibus. Luyken, as with most other spellings, follows both systems: "rouw, 
dauw, liou,graau", also using such spellings as "wouw" (Duitse Lier p.26).
For Hillenius (like Van ^^eule who he was greatly influenced by) the forms 
were alternatives: "'aeu' or 'aeuw', or 'aauw', in 'slaeuw, blaeu, grau': or 
'blacuw, blaauw, graauw, raauw, Paauw'« 'eeuw' or 'eeuN in ’leeu', or 'leeuw, 
schreeuw, sneeuw', 'ieuw' in 'hieuw, nieuw', or 'hieu, nieu'"(p.7). The third 
edition (1670 & 1636) reject the '-uw' alternative after ’aa/ae’. ”t-aconis'‘ (l6h6) 
uses '-uw', but Van Helderen once again gives alternatives: "Zommige die in '-u' 
eindigen, mogen in ’uw’ eindigen... maar om kortheit laat men de *w' agter” (p.6); 
"mistrouig" occurs once in his English grammar, but is exceptional.
The next grammarian to give this smelling anything more than a mere passing 
mention is Winschooten in 1633: "Ik soude van gevoelen zijn, dat de VI in veele 
woorden overtollig is, want wie soude niet Icunnen toestaan, dat men voor 'Brouwen, 
Trouwen’, soude moogen schrijven 'Brouen, Trouen’, voornaamendlijk als agter de 
U volgd een ander Needeklinlcer, als 'Broude* voor ’Brouwde’: 'Troude' voor 
'Trouwde', Soo speld men (ook)... ’graau, leeu,... nieu, hieu’, en het Amsterdams 
'Lieu’ voor ’Leeu”’, He would therefore like to see the réintroduction of the 
’-u, -ue’ system of De Heuiter, Plemp and Van Heule. It would seem however that 
he had second thoughts on this, since his dictionary the following year has ’-uw’ 
as in "gruuw, naauw, sneeuw, eeuwig, weduwe".
In the same year as Winschooten’s dictionary La Grue records that both ’-u’ 
and ’-uw’ are still current: ’’’blaauw, graauw, laauw’,... qui sécrivent aussi 
’blaeuw’, & quelquefois sans ’w ’ comme ’blaau, graau, laau’ ou ’blaeu, graue, 
laeu”'. Normally he uses ’-uw’ himself, as does the similarly titles anonymous 
grammar of 1701, subtitled "Grammaire plus exacte...", which, judging by many of 
the conmients in it, was written in competition to La Grue, though this did not 
prevent the author from copying many portions of his predecessor. Sewel and 
Duikerius in the North support the now almost standard ’-uw’ system, though the
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did consider '-u* feasible, though inferior - "men doet altijd best, als die slag 
van woorden op haer selven worden geschreven, dat men de 'w' daar agter aan voegd" 
(p.1 2 ); this also included such words as "souw".
The '-u, -uwe' system continued in use, for example by Van der Linden and Van 
Hoogstraten, the latter both ih his edition of Hannot’s dictionary (eeu, nieu) and 
in his own gender list, where the "Berecht" gives the declension "vrou, vrouwen.«." 
The actual entries in the list use '-uw' however, e.g. "eeuw, vrouw".
The '-u, -uwe' spelling was shortly to gain fresh impetus from an influential 
grammai-, but before then there seems to have been a short period of popularity for 
the '-w, -we' spelling. This is seen already at the end of the previous century 
in Hilarides's Phaedrus translation, with such words as "howden, eewen, gebow, 
geschreew, leew, wow, sow". It is even used in "nuw" and doubled (presumably by 
analogy with "bed,bedden") in "betro\wen, vertrowwen" (cf. De Neckere below). 
Similar spellings in his "Taalgronden" of 1705 include "Niewe, owd, bowden". This 
spelling seems to have been shared by the printer of the latter work Horreus, for 
in 1720 he published Robbert le Ganu’s "Korte Inleiding, Nuw verbeterd...".
Earlier publications of his (e.g. Josua Placeas, 1703) have normal spelling. A 
further example of this contemporary '-w' can be seen in Van Rusting's book "De 
gehoornde Duivel" (1704) e.g. "blaaw". His "Volgeestige Werken" (1699) sometimes 
have this same spelling, though it is here restricted to words with 'eew', other 
words such as "trouw, blauw, touw" having '-uw' (cf. below).
Tv/o other users of the '-w' system were the literary friends Cornells Boon and 
Willem den Eiger. Den Eiger uses in his "Zinnebeelden" (1 7 O3 ) such spellings as 
"Leew, blaaw, verflaawing", but usually retains 'u' in "vrouw, vertrouwt"
(alongside scattered and irregular "nieu, berou" etc.). Boon, in the introductory 
poem to the same work,uses "naaw, nawelyks, flaaw, Leewendaalschen, Goudeew", and 
has similar forms in his play "Eewspel" of 1700, from a different printer (Bos).
As the printer of DenSlger's book (Van der Aa) uses "vereeuwigt" in his 
introduction it is probable that the '-w' spellings were due to both Den Eiger 
and Boon, and are not chosen by the printer. Najer also uses '-w' (see below).
Just as when Vondel adopted the '-u' spelling 45 years before,many others
immediately followed him, the same was now to happen following the example of 
Moonen. It is possible that Moonen was in turn emulating Vondel, as similarly
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in I'll s adoption of final '-gh’(see chap. 3), though Lindeboom thinks such a view 
unfounded, feeling that koonen was emulating Hooft. -^ t is often impossible to 
distinguish the two. It is also possible that his source was neither of these 
since he cleai^ly states in his introduction that "ook staet my ... de Hollantsche 
Spraekkunst niet te vergeeten van wylen den heere Geeraert Brandt; die, zich niet 
vender dcin tot de Spelling iiitstrekkende, een taemelyk gedeelte van den inslagh 
der acht eerste hoofdstukken deezer Spraelckunst maekt". This work (possibly in 
manuscript) unfortimately proves un trace able. That tloonen was interested in 
Vondel's views on spelling and language use is shown by the linguistic questions 
which he sent to Vondel for comment in around 1671. In these he used the '-u' 
spelling for tie most part, alongside "dauw, jongkvrouws, eew" (see below).
In his grammar Moonen now recommends the adoption of this '-u, -uwe' system, 
and also rejects the '-w' system of Hilarides and others: "In het spellen van 
'vrouw, leeuw, eeuw', &c. is de W overtolligh; en hot is hier genoeg, datmen 
schryve 'vrou, leeu, eeu', maer in het Meervouwige Getal wordt zy'er 
welluidendheits halve by gevoegt; als men schryft 'vrouwen, leeuwen, eeuwen'. En 
dit geschiedt ook in de Werkwoorden 'bouwen, brouwen, schreeuwen', van de 
Wortelwoorden 'bou, brou, schreeu' afkomstigh.
"In de T\-/ee of Drieklanken, die met eene U eindigen, magh de W de stede der 
U niet innemen; als zonder oirzaeke en gront geschiedt, wanneer zommigen voor 
'bou, trou, flaeu, nieu', scliryven 'bow, trow, flaew, niew'. De U is een 
Klinker, de W èen '^^ edeklinlcer, die zonder misbruik hier niet geplaatst kan 
worden" (p.14). Later, on page 36, he repeats this condemnation; "Met het 
oogmerk om letters te sparen ,., wordt ook van zommigen eene vreemde spelling 
omirent de woorden met Dreklanken 'eeu, leeu, nieu, flaeu' en diergelyke 
ingevoert, als zy die in het Meervouwige Getal dus spellen, 'ewen, lewen, niewe, 
flawe'". .Such a spelling, he claims, is undesirable as syllable division gives 
"e-wen" etc., which does not represent the true sound (Schdnfeld thinlcs it does, 
see below). Unfortunately on neither occasion does he name these people he is 
criticising, so it cannot be known for certain how widespread the '-w' system 
Was, nor even if he is referring to the contemporary use or the earlier use.
Nyloë agrees with Moonen: "Dat de 'w' in 'eeuw, leeuw, nieuw, vrouw, getrouw', 
enz. in het enkel getal dier woorden overtollig is, stemme ik ook niet ongaarne
iuill
473.
toe, sclioon ik die tot noclitoe altoos rebruikt hebbe: maor in hot meervoudig 
getal wort7,0 duidelyk gehoort 'eeuwen, leeuwen, nieuwe, vrouwen' enz. gelyk ook 
in ' nciiuw, ruw, wcduw, schaduw'. My diinkt, dat nen in het werkwoort ' houwt' de 
'w' wol mag behouden, en schryven 'hy houwt hout; hy houwt een hou in het hout'". 
This is undoubtedly a response to Moonen, as the comment first appears in the 
second edition (1707,1711, 1721)- the year after Moonen - and the first edition 
of I7 C3 , published anonymously (though Moonen refers to liim as the author),not 
only does not discuss the spelling, but uses '-uw' as he here admits, dewel 
realised this influence immediately, mentioning that "'w ' overtollig zy, als 
Nyloë met Moonen toestemt" (Moekzaal 1707b,ol).
The '-u' spelling now underwent a moderate revival, under the joint influence 
of Moonen and Nyloë. ^t can be fecund for exanple, as a minor spelling, in 
Verwer, e.g. "de/het sneeu (p.16), rouw (p.13), vrouw (p.24), het vroutje (p.64)" 
etc.. Poeraet, although defending '-u', adds "maar echter zondigt men niet tegen 
de zoetvloeiendheit, al doet men ^er de 'w' by", writers with this system include 
Van Gaveren (in his editorship of the Boekzaal), Rotgans, Poet, Gchermer, Zeeus 
and Iloogvliet ("houen" in Rotgans*s "Scylla" is probably a misprint).
Others still continued to use the '-uw' system, e.g. Smids, Pars (also using 
"wouw, souw"), Van Alkemade, Langendijk, and in their grammatical writings E.C.F<^ 
Steven, Kramer, De Vin and M.2., the latter with occasional *-w' spellings such 
as "eew, niwe, geschrew" (pp.2, 12, 33) possibly influenced by Najer who had 
regualrly used forms such as "getrow, niewsgirig, ewiglyk, blaaw, leew, niiw, 
mow, sgowt", E.G.P. like so many others merely records the use of "'au' in 
'gauw'...'eeu' in 'leeuw', 'ieu' in 'nieuw'" etc.. ICraraer uses only '-uw' but 
mentions t^e possibility of '-u' when discussing apocope: "'Naau, U'... an statt 
... Naauwelyk, Uwe' &c", adding disapprovingly that this practice "findet wohl 
Statt in reden, doch sie wird im schreiben bey wenigen guten hollaiidischen 
Schreibern gefunden". He also mentions '-w' spellings, when, after discussing 
the diphthongs, he goes on "Es gibt in dieser Gprache und ilirer Schrift einige 
Triphtongi... als 'aei-, aew-, eew-, lew-, oei-, oeu-', und 'ouw'". This is in 
defiance of his own system. De Vin's usage is irregular, using "geschreeus, 
Zeeus, nieu" alongside "nieuw, Zeeuws", and only commenting on 'eew-(see below).
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The hf'xt to comment on the correct form for thin spelling was Ten Kate (1.127). 
He utterly disagrees with Moonen's comments given above, to the effect that 'w' 
cannot come at the end of a word. But he is not altogether in favour of the '-uw' 
spelling either: "Het algemeene Gebruik van U in stee van W, ten einde eener 
Gilbe, als ROM, HOMDEH, AH, LUH, EEH, enz. in plants' van ROW, HOy/DEI', AW, LA/lW, 
EEIV, enz. kan mijnn bedunkens, in 't Critique op verre naa géén proef uitstaan; 
gelijk ook onze toets aanwijst, als HO-UDEÎT, RO-U, enz: Want so OU een Tweeklank 
is, zo moot hij snijding kunnen verdraagen. Dat de Klanken van ROW, HOW, enz. op 
geenen Klinlcor eindigen, blijl't ontwiiffelbaar, als men aanmerkt, dat dit woord, 
of deese Silbe, op het einde geene heldre en volstrekte verlanging' toelaat, 't 
walk nogtans alle Klinkers lijden konnen: en, dat de I-eede-klinker, op welken de
stuiting valt, een' W is, leert zo wel de aart van den Elanic als de plaats en
manier van de forming. Het invoegen van de U tussen 0 en W, als ROHW, IIOUl/DEII, 
enz., schoon minder schaadelijk als eenige and ere letter, is egter niet vrij van 
overtolligheid". He does not mention other writers, or euy historical precedent 
in support of this usage, but does compare his spelling "H0J" etc. with English 
words such as "law".
One user of '-w' from this period of the century is Van Overschie. He finds 
himself unable to use '-uw' since it would clash with his use of 'ou' for /oe/
(cf. Van Engelen above), as in "ik dou". Since for the lengthening of vowels he
used 'i' (not 'e') in the manner of some Middle Dutch and 17th century texts, he
introduces such spellings as "geboiw, onthoiwdenhyt, stoiwt", and in the title 
of his book "Oiwd Niiv/s". The same spelling had been used in his earlier poem 
"Aan 't Hooft der Land-Boeeten onser tyd, HUfBERT KORN^ FOOT" in 1716, and was 
mocked by many contemporaries, as in the poem "Op de lang oidbacke niiw gevonde' 
spelkunst van F.J.V.O.R.G." (...Rechtsgeleerde), by "Enos" and others in the 
anthology "Achtste Vervolg van de Latynsche en Nederduitsche keurdichten" (1734). 
His use of '-w' without a preceding 'u' therefore well predates Ten Kate, and 
reaches almost as far back as Hilarides and those others mentioned above. There 
was therefore probably a continued, though minor, use of this system 
throughout the early years of the eighteenth century.
After Ten Kate however, no other grammarian objected to the now accepted
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'-uw' spoiling f o r  many years. I n  1732 f c h a g e n ,  i n  h i s  ' ' V e r m a e k e l y k h e de n "  f o r  
J u l y ,  A n  [ f i s t  a n d .  S e p t e m b e r  ( p .  1 6 4 ) ,  q u o t e s  M o o n e n ' s  v r o u ' . .  . T e n  K a t e  ' v r o w ' , , , .
't is onzes nordeels beiden mis... Waarom niet liever ' v r o u w ' . This became the j  
standard viewpoint, though ,1c ha gen evidently still regards it as an open question^'
Van Belle (1743) writes extensively on the subject, quoting and comparing the 
conflicting views of Moonen and Ten Kate. Like Gchagen he compromises: "Zo is't
doch best met A .Moonen de U, en met Tenk. voorn. de W daar in te behouden", and
thinks the "kleine overtolligheid ... 't geen wel gezeid maar nog niet beweezen is" 
(cf. Ten Kate) useful to distinguish "'hout' (timmer- en brandstoi) en 'howt',
(als van 't Werkwoord 'houwen','af of doorhouwen') en in: 'hy heeft eene dogter 
behowd' (behuwlykt) en 'hy behoud',(als van 'behouden)". He also disapproves of 
the intrusive 'u' noted above since early times: "'Van owds, zow, ik wow', te 
spellen, voor 'van ouds, ik zou, ik wou', enz. daar nooit, ten minste volgens het 
algemeen gebruik, eene W in geduld kan worden, zulks is niet van 't oud, maar 
zeekerlyk wat nieuws, daar ik voor my altans niets goeds in kan vinden".
De Haes voiced the now standard argument for the retention of 'w' - the 
inflexion in "blaeuwe" was '-e', and in verbs it was '-en', and not '-we, -wen', 
so that the 'w' must be part of the stem. This is also true of Zeydelaar: "Schreev
men (zoo als HOOG'/LIET doet,) 'eeu, leeu, vrou' &c., dan moest men in 't
meervouwd 'wen', ’er bijvoegen, om te maken 'eeuwen, leeuw^en, vrouwen', Ic., of 
men moeste goedvinden te schrijven 'eeuen, leeuen, vrouen' dat zekerlijk af te 
keuren is". As he includes De Heuiter in his appendix on spelling books he may 
have met these latter forms in that book. Van der Palm, like Zeydelaar, alludes 
to a continued use of '-u': "De 'w' is ten hoogste noodzakelyk ... hoewel 'er 
sommige Schryvers, anders zeer kundig, gevonden worden, die, tegens alien grondt 
van spellinge, de W uit alle woorden laten, en 'eeu, leeu (flaeu, gaeu, nieu, 
vrou)' schryven" (1.26). He also refers to the use of "eew, leew (flaew, niew)", 
but suggests that "het gebruik (heeft) dezelve niet willen wettigen".
Des Roches and Janssens (both in English and in Dutch) use '-uw', as does 
Kluit, though he voiced a preference for '-u'. Stijl also held this view, 
though he rejects the parallel spelling "baaijen" as having a superfluous letter.
In this he shows a certain ambivalence of attitude, arguing that "baaijen"
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could not bo uoed since there is no 'j' in "baai", yet accepting the 'w' in 
"bedauw, bom.;" because of the 'w' in "bouwen" I He probably merely wishes to 
reflect contemporary usage. In his commentary notes Bolhuis mentiones Ten Kate's 
use of '-w', and the use of '-u' by Moonen and Nyloë, as many other fjramraars did.
A fiu'ther echo of Ten Nate's usage is to be found in G.N.Holtrop's work of 
1733: "(er zijn) 2 halve rnedeklinkers de J (= I) en U; die op het einde der twee- 
en drie-klinkeren bij kans als J en W klinkt (sic); gelijk blijkt in ZOU, LiblU, 
LNINNN ... als... ZOW, LAilW, LETDEN . Tegen den regel der kortheid (schrijft men) 
...'/ROUW in stee van VROU, EEUW in stee van EEU, NIEUW in stee van NIEU",- even 
though, he claims, "niew" would be more in accordance with the pronunciation. He 
rejects "vrou - vrouen, schrei - schreien" as causing difficulties with the rules 
of gelijlcvorraighied, since an extra 'v;' and ' j ' have to be inserted. Thus he 
prefers "nieu, laau" etc. to "nieuw, laauw", but finds "niew, laaw" more regular 
since only '-e(n)' needs to be added in inflexion (p.7 & 17). A single later 
example of '-w' ("trow") is to be found in Schwiers (p.61), but is possibly a 
misprint since he normally uses "touw, leeuw" etc..
Despite this minority view, the '-uw' system was now accepted unopposed as 
the normal spelling by the vast majority of grammars, though not always without 
some hesitation. Siegenbeek was not unduly attracted to the '-uw' spelling - 
tailing into consideration the origin of 'iw' as 'w '  or 'uu' he felt its addition 
to the 'u' in "dauw, rouw, eeuw, ruw" to be "wanstaltig". In support of these 
feelings he quotes the usage of Vondel and others who had rejected this 
superfluous 'w' in the uninflected forms, which "nog in de achttiende Eeuw bij 
nette schrijvers niet geheel vreemd is". But since '-uw' was now accepted it 
should remain so; this is not the only occasion on which Siegenbeek let his 
ideals be overcome by the weight of "gebruik". In the South this decision was 
supported by the influential grammar of Behaegel.
Whether reflecting these emotions, or merely considering the two alternatives 
to be still current, the Nut's "Spelboekje voor Eerstbeginnenden" (4th edition 
1308) gives both forms, often for the same word, in its list for "Oefening met 
twee, dubbele- en drie klinkers", including "nau, mou, rou, stou, paau, leeu.
:à
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blaau, /U-AAU, nouw, hieuw, kieuw, snreeuw, paauw, schreeuwt, leeuw". Taking 1
into consideration the order in this list the first must be "tv/eeklinkers" and 
the others "drieklinkers", hence the inclusion of both '-u' and '-uw' forms, 
which must have been far from illuminating for the primary school users of this 
book within the Siegenbeek eral
In the early 19th century tliree proposals for reform appeared; all proposed
replacing 'au, eeu' etc., by 'aw, eew' etc.. The first was Van Daele, who uses
"niewe, eew" (alongside "vrouw"), though he does not discuss this system. The 
second is De '^‘eckere in 1315 who is quite extensive on the subject. On page 4 
he lists several spelling "'leeuw, leew, leeu,...vrouwen, vrowen, vrouen, vrowen, 
vrauwen' etc.... Sonder dat het oor daar ontrent eenig gevoelyk versehi1 kan, of
I I
soude konnen waernemen". This being so (and all these spellings seem to have |
been encountered by him) he opts for '-u', or preferably '-w': "AEU of AEU ...
Blaew, Graew... AU of AW ... Paus...Flaw, Flawte, Blaw, Verblawd,... EEU of
liever EEU... Eew, leew, sneew ... IEU of IEU als Niew, Hiew,...OU of OW...
Vrow, Vrowen, Trowen, hy Trowt, Rowen,.. In dese laste woorden sluyte ik uyt de
U die men hier voor de W pleegt te stellen, om niet te véel letters U op een te
stapelen" (p.42-7) - cf From's earlier comment. In this usage he was probably 
influenced by Van Daele, as he was in other spellings.
The third reformer was Emits (1824), who was just as radical as De Neckere.
He rejects the superfluous '-ij-' in what he spells as "zajen, koejen", and by 
analogy also the superfluous 'u' in "lewen, vrowen" (just as Van Heule had done 
exactly 200 years before, see above); for this latter he has additional support 
from the words "uvn>' uwe, huw, huwen, huwden, schuwden". By analogy with these 
he spells'"daw, da-wen, howden, zowden',... insgelijks 'lew, le-wen, snew, 
sne-wen; vow, v6-wen, kiew, kie-wen; niew, nie-we'". This spelling has one 
distinct advantage over contemporary use - in such words as "vowden, zowden, 
gowden", if it was desired to represent the elision of the '-d-' which occiu’s 
in speech, the orthographical change is quite regular and parallel:"vowden, 
vowen; zowden, zowen", where only the ’d' is dropped. In the Siegenbeek system 
(vouden: vouwen) the 'w' has, in addition, to be inserted, thus clouding the 
true tendency.
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FiU'thor to those wishes Emits also considered it possible and desirable to 
spell "wow" wiien the ' d ' drops out of "weduw" (cf. "weeuw"), and also such spelling: 
as "zwal.uvj: zwaal'./en; zenuw, zeenwen; weduw, weedwen; murruw, murwe; geluw, 
geelwe; weluw, meelwen" (cf. "zenuen" in Plant!jn). Ilis main objection to the 
contemporary spelling, apart from superfluity, is the fact that the sound 
normally represented In Dutch by 'u' is not present in words ending in ’-uw'; 
instead /oe/ is heard. "Men lieevt goede ujtspraa.k in 'daoe, leoe, zooe, uoe': 
maar men schrijvt met 'dau, léé'i, zou', en men hoort géén 'u'; sclirijv dan
zo als gij spreekt, 'daw, ].ew, zow, uw' " (p.73). Although his "zwaalwen" forms 
may be imacceptable (there is however no cogent reason against them) his defence 
of the '-w' spelling as the simplest, having as it does tha backing of two 
excellent phoneticians Ten Kate and Hontanus, can hardly be rejected out of hand.
Following Siegenbeek's pronouncement that the '-w' is really superfluous a 
minor ai’guinent developed as to whether this was so or not. Oosterzee in his 
book on pronunciation (1343) argued that "Of men 'leeuw' of 'leeu', 'nieu' of 
'nieuw' schreef, zou in de uitspraak geen het minste verschil maken" (p.21).
Bomhoff agreed with this: "'eeuw' is een lange tweeklank ... ee + u". On the 
other side stood Bormans (Eelgisch Museum III,p.293) and the anti-Siegenbeek 
speller Corlebui’, who wrote that "De W is tegenwoordig geen overgangsletter, 
noch is zulks ooit geweest. Menspreekt in'vrouw' de U uit".
These arguments had little effect on the De Vries/ Te Winkel system, where it 
was realised that the use of 'w' was really superfluous and, given "draaien" 
without '-j-', anamalouss "Ten aanzien van de verbuigbare woorden, die in de 
laatste lettergreep den klinicer 'u' of een der tweeklanken, 'au, eeu' of 'ieu' 
hebben, wil het Gebruik, op grond der uitspraak (nb) en der afleiding, anders 
gehandeld hebben. Reeds de onverbogen vormeii worden met eene 'w' geschreven".
This did not apply for'"u, nu', en... evenmin 'kou, zou'...en 'hou'", not being 
included amongst the "verbuigbare woorden" mentioned above.
A few years previously another proposal for the use of '-w' had come, though 
this time only in certain words. This was from Van den Koven in 13/4. He felt 
that "eeuw, vrow" were acceptable, but not "nieuw, hieuw" where he felt the 'u' 
superfluous, using in preference "niew, hiew". He argues this starting with the
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dipliUiongs ending in '-n' - 'au, ou' - which have 'w' added in "vrouw, dauw" 
etc., '-eeuw' then has '-uw' "par ]'analogie de 'auw'", hut why this analogy is
not to bo extended to '-ieu' is not made clear, and the latter spelling is
rejected in favour of '-iew'. He does actually use this spelling in practice,
as in his treatise on "be verbuiging dor oud- raiddel- en niew-nederduitsche
sprake" (lo50). It is noticeable that all these early 19th century pleas for 
'-w' come from Southern writers - Van Daele, De Neckere, ânits, and Van den Hoven, 
and it is possible that a dialect feature of nronunciation lies behind these
I
suggestions, and behind the aoparent anomaly in Van den Hoven (cf.'-eew' below). *{ 
There was to be very little challenge to thé accepted '-uw' spelling now for 
almost a centui'y. Hettema defended "tou, eeu" at the turn of the century, but 
had little support from the rest of the Kollewijn movement. Not imtil 1934 did 
any reformer attempt to reintroduce the '-w' system; this was Dixi, who also 
favoured the '-j-' system (cf. Van Heule and &iits above): "De lange tweeklanken 
'aai, eeu, ieu, oei' en 'ooi' vervallen. Men schrijve dus ... 'en eew lang, 
ewen her, leew, lewen, mewen die schrewen, sneew, snewen, kiew, kiewen, niew, 
verniewen'". 'Ouw' is apparnetly excepted from this, for he does not mention it.
He seems to have received no support for this suggestion. '
In 1954 the official Woordenlijst felt obliged to dissuade the dropping of 
'w' internally: "niet'(hij) brout', maor* '(hij) brouwt', wegens 'brouwen, brouwer' 
enz. ... U-tweeklanken worden voor klinlcers steeds, aan het eind meestal ('ieu' 
en 'eeu' steeds) met 'w' gesclireven"; the 'w' was omitted only in contractions 
after 'ou' (see De Vries/ Te Winkel above). The dropping of the regular '-w' as 
described here was fairly common in early times - e.g. Vondel's "verflout" for 
"verflaauwt", and was naturally standard practice for '-u, -uwe' spellers.
The first of the post-Woordenlijst reformers, Kltick and Rombouts resurrect 
the possibility of the '-w' spelling. Klîîck spells "trawt, gaw, sGuw" ('G' = 'ch' 
see chap.3), but Rombouts also considers dropping the 'w' after 'u': "met 
spellingen als 'nieuw, kieuw, vernieuwing, eeuw, meeuw, geeuwen', maken we ons 
aan overdaad schuldig: als hier een 'u' staat is de 'w' overbodig, en, als er een 
'W staat, Icunnen we de 'u' missen. Schrappen we de 'u', dan wordt de 
schrijfvrijze soberder, en natuurlijker: 'niew, beniewd, niews, eew, leew, lewen, 
ewig'« (p.33). He too makes an exception for 'ou' ('au' is replaced by 'ou');
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"'Paus, sauo, dauu'... sullen plaats maken voor 'pous, sous, douw'. ... Iiet half 
uozijn v/oordjes op 'ou-zonder-w'... noteren we als uitzonderingen ... 'zou, wou, 
jou,...nou, hou,.. ..kou, kakou, kurasou'" - i.e. except for 'ou' instead of 'au' 
the some rule for 'ouw' as in Do Vries and Te Winke1(p.44-5). On the same page 
he goes on further to say that "In het Nederlands zijn, afgezien van 'au', 
teoretisch nog drie verschillende spellingen mogelijk: 'vrouw' bijv.kan ook als 
'vrow' en als 'vrou' worden aangeduid. 'Vrow' geeft de klank niet slecht weer, 
maar 'vrou' doet het toch beter". But since the glide '-w-' is heard in the 
inflected forms the spelling "vrou" is loss desirable and less simple thsja 
"vrow"; yet analogy with the 'u' in'" ieu(w) en 'eeu(w)" demands the 'u' in 'au', 
thus necessitating both 'u' and 'w'. This apparently anomalous defence of the 
'-uw' spelling is only temporary, for Rombouts then points out that if the 'u' is 
dropped in all such words - also in '-ouw' words (including what are at present 
'-auw' words), no problem arises: "Dus 'niew, kiew, hieU. Op overeenkomstige 
wijze wordt '-eeuw'... tot -^oew' teruggebracht, dus 'eew, leew' etc.. 'Niew' is 
dan ook de meest effisiente spelling".
Against the argument that the vowels in "lewen" and "leven" differ, Rombouts 
points out that it is merely a consequence of the following 'w', as also happens 
for example with most vowels before 'r', e.g. in "veer en veen, in boor en boon" - 
the difference is non-phonemic and need not be represented in the spelling (p.4 6 ). 
Therefore Rombouts too is in favour of the '-w' system.
This is also true of the VMS, though the latter are not quite as consistent 
as Rombouts and have two systems - one with '-w' and one with '-u'. The 
different function of the two is that no 'w' is added to dipthongs ending in 'u': 
"Na 'ou' geen 'w ', net zoals na 'ei' geen 'j' nodig is; b.v.; lou - loue, nou - 
noue". This is reasonable in itself but it would have been more consistent to 
bring these words into line with '-ieuw' and '-eeuw': "Overbodige letters zijn 
onverenigbaar met het wezen van spelling,...'u' in 'nieuw - nieuwe, leew - 
leeuwen, sneeuw - sneeuwen' enz (worden) 'niew - niwe, leew - lewen, sneew - 
snewen'". The VUS thus adopts the '-w, -we' syste when the preceding diphthong 
does not end in 'u', but the '-u, -ue* system when it does end in 'u'. Yet all 
the diphthongs "au, ou, eeu, ieu" can be argued to end in '-u', the only 
difference being that the latter two need more letters to spell them: there is
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little justification for dropping the 'w ' of 'ouw' but the 'u* of 'eeuw, ieuw'. 
Modern Afrikaans hac, a similar snlit, using '-u, -ue' for all words except those 
ending with only '-u', such as "ru, nu, hu", which have "ruwe, nuwe, huwelijk" 
etc.. There is more justification for this system.
Also inconsistent within this dyadic system is the spelling "ruuw - ruwe, 
duuw - duwen" - if the 'w' is superfluous after the 'u' in 'ou', then it is also 
superfluous after the 'u' in "ruuw", and consistency would demand the spellings 
"ru - rue, du - duen". Much better, as Rombouts (Montanus, Ten Kate etc.) 
realised, is to avoid these difficulties by adopting the '-w' system in all cases, 
even though it is slightly inferior to the '-u' in certain words in accurately 
giving the pronunciation (see Rombouts - " 'vrou' doet het toch beter"). The 
Eindvoorstellen had no recommendations on this spelling, and the '-uw'system 
remains official.
The spelling '-eew'
There is very good reason to discuss this spelling separately. There is a 
strong tendency in some dialects to resist diphthongisation in certain 
combinations ending in 'u '. Tliis often occurs with 'iew': /i:w/, and examples 
of '-w' spellings in certain words where the writer otherwise used '-uw' almost 
certainly "vorrnen aanwijzingen dat voor 'w' geen standdiftongen werden 
uitgesproken" (weijnen §14), rather than adoption of the '-w' system described 
above.
This is probably the case with the instance of "niew" in the Tv;e-spraack, as 
the ' -w' spelling is only to be found there in "niew( e) ", and it is probably also 
the cause of the divergent spellings "newe, niew, nuwe" noted in Middle Dutch. 
Huygens also used "niewe" almost as often as he used "nieuwe", and also on 
occasions such forms as "naw". In the other cases of '-w' spelling noted in the 
previous section it is almost certainly a question of the application of a 
consistent '-w' system, though on occasions the motivation for its adoption may 
well have been the particular manner of speaking of the in-iter (cf. the different 
views of Moonen and Ten Kate as to whether the diphthong ended in a vowel or a 
semivowel/consonant). Van Heule's alternatives "leewen/leeuen" may similarly 
point to a different pronunciation, respectively /lee + wen/ and /lee + oe + en/
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(as described by Emits).
By fsr the most common case is however in the diphthong ’-eeuw'. It is 
debatable whether this is a question oi de-diplithongisation, or retention of an 
older undiphthnngised form: "In 't ownfrk. ontwikkelde zich tussen vocaal en 
inlautende bilabiale 'vj' een 'u'-achtige klaiilc, wo Ik zich met de voorafgaaiide 
vocaal tot een diftong verbond; dus b.v. a + w > ouw; ïï + w >  iuw >  in de jongere 
taal 'ouw' (geschr. 'auw'); ogm. ai + w >  owgm. ê w >  eeuw (nu ausl. 'eeu', 
ini. Q met in de volqende si^llabe) ; ë w >  insgelijks 'eeuw'; î w >  iuw > 
uw (brab, boll.'ouw')" (Gclionfeld), It is not the place here to discuss the 
extent of use of such non-diphthongised forms, merely to record some instances of 
their effect on the spelling. For it is remarkable just how many writers, 
especially in the l6th and 17th century, used the '-w' spelling in '-eew' 
alongside '-ieuw, -ouw, -auw'.
In Middle Dutch the Ghent Boecius uses "eewighen" and "snee" (the latter 
being a standard Middle Dutch form - cf. Smyters's Epitheta records "snee oft 
sneeu"), alongside much less common "niew" spellings. Goornhert in his Boccaccio 
translation uses "eewelijck" alongsidr "vrouwen, vrou, nieus", and Mar nix does 
the some in his Bijencorf, e.g. p.147 - "Het was een dapper heylich I Ionic, die 
eewelic van de Duyvel tot synen ouderdom gequelt werdt", U.N.T. also records 
examples from Gnapheus. Still in the léth century Plantijn has the entries 
"eewich; ewich vide eewich" (alongside "nieuw" etc.), and Kilian has several 
spellings - "eeuwe: aeuum;,.. eeuwe, ewe, ee .j. wet (vetus);... eeuwigh, eewigh; 
eewigheyd; eeuwighlick" etc., though '-uw' seems to be his preferred form.
De Heuiter even discusses the tiTO different pronunciations, and accepts that 
the choice will influence the spelling: "'eau', Is gemeen den Flaminc en 
Hollander, alsmen klaerlic hoort in 'bleauen, geauen, meauen, preauen, reauen, 
schreauen, teau, teauen'... nohtans bezige ic hier voor liever met den Brabander 
die lange 'e' als: 'gewen, prewen, mewen, rewen, schrewen, tewen'. Igelic volge 
dat hem tzoutste schijnt en best behaeht". He only discusses this phenomenon 
for 'eew'. It is possible that Stevin heard the non-diphthongised form in all 
words, as he lists "leeu, nieu, vaau" as monosyllables, but this is inconclusive.
In the 17th century such forms continue to be quite common. Anna Roemer
I,
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Vizochor uses "ewich" but also "eeuwichliic’”" so it is possibly a type-setter's
spelling. One oi tlie most striking users, and one of the most consistent, is
Huygens, who almost invariably has the '-eew' form, and only rarely the '-w'
alone in o t h e r  words; when such forms as "gaw" appear they may well be analogical
extensions from "eew". Thus alongside "nauw, nieuw, berouw" etc., he regularly
uses "leewen, sproow" etc., as for example in the poem "Aen JoffV Tesselschade
Visscher onder Trouw", verse 3 :  "Etuersche b u y e n
D i e  sich r u y e n  
Tegen 't Euijen 
Tegen 't West,
Hoor ick schreewen 
Door het sneewen.
S o r n e r -  s p r  e e w e n ,
Koudt uw' n e s t " .
D u b b e l s  u s e s  " e e w i g h e d e n "  a l o n g s i d e  " v e r t r o u w ,  g r a a u "  e t c .  i n  K l i o o s  n r a s m  I I ,  
B r u n e  u s e s  " l e e w ,  Z e e w "  i n  t h e  p o e m  " l i i n n e p r a a t "  ( i b i d ) .  G a r g o n  r e g u l a r l y  u s e s  
" e w i g "  ( p o 4 5 ,  3 7 f f ) ,  a n d  P. & J .  I l u y g e n  h a v e  " e w i g ,  e w i g l i e i d " .  I n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  
w h a t  M o o n e n  h a d  t o  s a y  o n  t h e s e  s p e l l i n g s  ( s e e  a b o v e ) ,  i t  i s  p e r h a p s  s u r p r i s i n g  
t o  f i n d  l i i rn  r e g u l a r l y  u s i n g  f o r m s  w i t h  ' - e e w ' ;  b u t  t h i s  i s  e x a c t l y  w h a t  c a n  b e  
f o u n d  i n  h i s  " V r a g e n  a a n  d e n  H e r e  J . v . V o n d e l " ,  w h e r e  a l o n g s i d e  " t r o u ,  d a u w ,  
b e n a u t "  e t c .  l i e  c o n s i s t e n t l y  u s e s  " e w i g ,  l e w e n w u l p ,  l e e w ,  s n e e w " .  I t  i s  a l s o  
n o t e w o r t h y  t h a t  V o n d e l  r a i s e d  n o  o b j e c t i o n s  t o  t h e s e  s p e l l i n g s ,  o r  a t  l e a s t  m a l c e s  
n o  a d v e r s e  c o m m e n t  ( t h o u g h  t h e  c o m m e n t s  a r e  t h o u g h t  t o  b e  n o t  i n  V o n d e l ' s  h a n d ) .
M u c h  t h e  s a m e  c o m m e n t  a s  t h a t  o f  M o o n e n  -  t h a t  " e - w e n "  d i d  n o t  a c c u r a t e l y  
r e p r e s e n t  t h e  t r u e  s o u n d  -  i s  g i v e n  b y  D e  V i n  i n  1 7 1 6 :  " I &  a a n m e r k t  d e  n i e u w e  ( l )  
v e r a n d e i - i n g e  i n  d e  s p e l k o n s t ,  d i e  z a l  b e v i n d e n  d a t  h e t  n i e t  a l  e n  k a n  b e s t a a n  
z o n d e r  d a t  o n z e  t a l e  d a a r  d o o r  l i j d e t .  T o t  e e n  s t a a l t j e  w i l  i k  m a a r  u . e .  d e s e  
v e r a n d e r d e  w o o r d e n s p e l l i n g e  a a n w i j z e n ,  e n  U . e .  z e l v e  d a a r  o v e r  l a t e n  o o r d e l e n ,  o f  
d e  k l a n l c e n  v a n  d i e  v o k a l e n  a l d c o r d  k o n n e n  w o r d e n  g e b r a g t  m e t  d e  u i t  s p r a k e  v a n  d e  
w o o r d e n  . . .  ' e n i g e ' ,  v o o r  ' e e n i g e ' ;  ' b e k e r e ' ,  v o o r  ' b e k e e r e ' ;  ' e w i g e ' v o o r  
' e e u w i g e ' . . . " .  A l l  t h e  e x a m p l e s  g i v e n  h a v e  a  s i n g l e  v o w e l  i n s t e a d  o f  a  d o u b l e ,  
b u t  o n l y  i n  t h e  c a s e  o f  " e w i g e ,  e e u w i g e "  i s  a n y  p o t e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  
p r o n u n c i a t i o n  a c t u a l l y  i m p l i e d .  H i s  c o m m e n t  i s  i m p o r t a n t  h o w e v e r  i n  t h a t  i t  
i n d i c a t e s  t h e  c o n t i n u e d  u s e  o f  s u c h  f o r m s .  A l t h o u g h  t h e y  w o r e  s t i l l  t o  b e  f o u n d  
a t  t h e  t u r n  o f  t h e  c e n t i u r y  ( e . g .  " e e w i g ,  l e e w e n ,  s c h r e w e n "  i n  V a n  R u s t i n g ,
P ' 3 3 l , 5 3 1 ) 6 3 2 ) ,  t h e y  w e r e  b y  n o w  e l u s i v e .  A n  i s o l a t e d  e x a m p l e  c a n  b e  f o u n d  o n  
p a g e  152 o f  t h e  1762 e d i t i o n  o f  S e w e l ' s  r e v i s i o n  o f  La G r u e ;  1 7 1 9 ,  1 7 2 3  ( p . 1 5 0 ) ,
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1 7 4 4 ,  a l l  h a v e  " s n e e u v / d e " .
By n o w ,  however, s t a n d a r d i z a t i o n  h a d  s o t  i n ,  a n d  m o s t  w i t e r s  f o l l o w e d  t h e  
n o r m a l  s p e l l i n g ,  b o  i t  ’ - u w '  i n  a l ] .  c a s e s ,  o r  ' - u '  i n  a l l  c a s e s ;  c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  
t h i s  w a s  probably a  f e e l i n g  that a n  / e e  + w /  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  w a s  t o o  d i a l e c t a l  o r  
"onbeschaafd", s o  t h a t  a n y  s p e l l i n g  which m i g h t  s u g g e s t  that t h e  v n - i t e r  u s e d  s u c h  
a  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  was a v o i d e d .  E t i j l  c o n d e m n s  t h e  ( a p p a r e n t l y  s t i l l  o c c u r r i n g )  
s p e l l i n g :  " D e  t w e k l a n l c  v a n  h e t  e c n v o u d  m e e t  i n  ' t  m e e r v o u d i g  v o l l e d i g  blijven.
Men moot dan van 'kooi, paauw, leeuw' niet schrijven 'kojen, pauwen, lewen".
V a n  d e n  h n v e i i ' s  c o m m e n t s  i n  t h e  1 9 t h  c e n t u r y  h a v e  b e e n  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e :  h e  
certainly hoars n o  d i p h t h o n g  i n  " n i e w ,  h i e w " ,  n o r  a f t e r  ' e e ' ,  s i n c e  h e  v T r i t e s ,  i n  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  the r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h e  ' - u '  t h a t  " D a n s  ' e e u w ' ,  l ^ u !  peut s e  
j u s t i f i e r  p a r  l ' a n a l o g i e  d e  ' a u w ' " ,  t h u s  o n l y  b y  a n a l o g y ,  n o t  b e c a u s e  o f  a  
p r o n u n c i a t i o n  w i t h  a  d i p h t h o n g .
B u t  b y  far t h e  m o s t  s i g n i f i c a n t  c o n v a e n t  o n  t h i s  f e a t u r e  c o m e s  from Krom i n  
h i s  a n s i ' / e r  t o  t h e  " p r i j s v r a a g "  o n  e d u c a t i o n  s e t  b y  t h e  Z e e l a n d  " G e n o o t s c h a p  der 
W e t e n s c h a p p e n " ,  p u b l i s h e d  i n  1732: " V e r s c h e i d e n  d i n g e n  z y n  ' e r ,  . . .  d e  
o r t h o g r a p h i e  b e t r e f f e n d e ,  w e l k e  e e n  Meester z y n e  l e e r l i n g e n  n i e t  k a n  l e e r e n ,  e n  
a l  oeffende h y  z i c h  n a a r s t i g ,  z e l f  n o o i t  m e t  zeker^eid k a n  w e e t e n ,  o f  m e n ,  b y  
v o o r b e e l d ,  m e e t  s c l i r y v e n  i n  s o m m i g e  g e v a l l e n ,  ' b e m i n t '  o f  ' b e m i n d ' ,  ' g e v r e e s d '
- f  ' g e v r e e s t ' ,  e n z .  . . .  Z o o  o o k  m o e t  m e n  s c h r y v e n  ' e e u w ,  l e e u w ' ? o f  ' e e w ,  leew'? 
w i e  z a l  h e t  z e g g e n ?  h e t  o u d  g e b r u i k  p l e i t  v o o r  h e t  e e r s t e .  T a a l k e n n e r s  e c h t e r  
m e e n e n  d a t  d e  ' w '  r e e d s  h e t z e l f d e  i s ,  a l s  e e n  d u b b e l d e  ' u ' ,  w a a r b y  m e n  g e e n  
d e r d e  v o e g e n  m a g " .  T h e s e  " t a a l k e n n e r s "  m a y  r e f e r  t o  T e n  K a t e ,  t h o u g h  t h e  
a r g u m e n t  i s  n o t  e x a c t l y  t h e  s a m e ;  i n d e e d  t h e  argument t h a t  t h e  ' u '  m a y  n o t  b e  
u s e d  before t h e  ' w '  b e c a u s e  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  " h e - t z e l f d e . . .  a l s  een dubbelde ' u ' " 
d o e s  n o t  s e e m  t o  b e  t r a c e a b l e  t o  a n y  p r e v i o u s  g r a m m a r ,  t h o u g h  s o m e  r e f e r r e d  t o  
i t  l a t e r  o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  S i e g e n b e e k  ( s e e  a b o v e ) .
S u c h  a n  a r g u m e n t  w o u l d ,  m o r e o v e r ,  t e n d  t o  argue f o r  a  ' ~ u ,  - w e '  s p e l l i n g  
( v r o u  -  v r o w e ,  e e u  -  e e w e )  o r  r a t h e r  ' - u ,  - u e '  a s  u s e d  b y  D e  H e u i t e r  ( t h e  
" d o u b l i n g "  o f  ' u '  t o  ' u u / w '  being u n n e c e s s a r y  a f t e r  a  l o n g  v o w e l ) ;  i n  a n y  c a s e  
i t  c a n n o t  b e  u s e d  t o  d e f e n d  a  ' - w ,  - w e '  s p e l l i n g .  F o r  i f  " ' w ' r e e d s  h e t z e l f d e  
i s ,  a l s  e e n  d u b b e l d e  ' u ' " ,  t h i s  w o u l d  mean t h a t  "eew, l e e w "  w e r e  r e a l l y  s p e l t
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"eouu, leciiu", which does not seem to have been need by any v/riter. Indeed the 
use of 'Iay w ' for 'w' nay well have been the cause of the absence of 'w' in 
earlier time s. Jeveral later books (l6th century) have "leeuw, nieuw" 
especially before 'w ' as such was used in all type founts, but '-uu' was hardly 
ever used in final position for 'w' (see i^eurier above).
No c o r n e n t  o n  t h e  e x c e p t i o n a l  u s e  o f  ' - w '  i s  s e e n  a f t e r  K r o m ,  w h e n  strong 
a n a l o g i s i n g  t e n d e n c i e s  m a d e  " e e u w "  e t c .  a d o p t  t h e  ' - u w '  s y s t e m  o f  t h e  o t h e r  
d i p h t h o n g s .
' w '  f o l l o w e d  b y  ' r '
" D e  l a b i o d e n t a l e  u i t s p r a a l c  ( v a n  ' w ' )  l e i d d e  ( v o o r  ' r ' ) . . .  t o t  e e n  o v e r g a n g  
i n  ' v '  z o w e l  i n  d e  a l g e i i e n e  o m g a n g s t a a l  a l s  i n  e e n  u i t g e s t r e k t  d i a l e c t i s c h  
g e b i o d ; . . .  D o o r d a t  m e n  e c h t e r  d e  ' w r '  b l e e f  s c h r i j v e n ,  h o j i d h a a f d e  z i c h  d e  
' w ' - u i t s p r a a k  v e e l a l  i n  w o o r d e n  u i t  d e  literaire t a a l . . .  D e  o v e r g a n g  v a n  ' v / r '  
t o t  ' VI*' d a t e e r t  m i n s t e n s  u i t  d e  l 6 d e  e e u w ;  r e e d s  K i l i a a n  k e n t  ' v r i j t e n '  n a a s t  
' w r i j t e n ' ,  ' v r i j v e n '  n a a s t  ' w r i j v e n ' ,  ' v r o e t e n '  n a a s t  'wroeten'; i n  h e t  l 6 d e  
e e u w  s e  ' * 3 p e l  v a n  d e  G r o o t e  K ie l*  v i n d t  m e n  n a a s t  e l k a a r  ' v e r v r e c t '  ( v s . 4 7 7 )  o n  
' v e r w r e c t '  ( v s . 433)... I l y p e r c o r r e c t e  s p e l l i n g e n  a l s  ' inreckaerd, w r e c k h e y t ,  
w r e t e n '  e . a .  k o m e n  i n  d e  1 7 d e  e e u w  v o o r "  ( S c h o n f e l d  §45). . S c h o n f e l d  w a s  t a k e n  
t o  t a s k  f o r  t h i s  s t a t e m e n t  b y  W i l l e  ( T a a l b e d e r f ,49),  w h o  c l a i m s  t h a t  a s  t h e  
c h a n g e  f r o m  / w r /  t o  /vr/ i s  o n l y  H o l l a n d s ,  being t h e  r e v e r s e  i n  other d i a l e c t s ,  
w h i c h  S c h o n f e l d  h i m s e l f  a d m i t s ,  i t  i s  p r e f e r a b l e ,  a n d  l a u d a b l e ,  t h a t  t h e  w r i t t e n  
f o r m  s h o u l d  s u p p o r t  t h e  " c o r r e c t "  f o r m  o f  p r o n u n c i a t i o n .  A b o v e  a l l ,  h o w e v e r ,  h e  
f e a r s  t h a t  w i t h  t h i s  e x p e r t  s t a t e m e n t  b e h i n d  t h e m ,  r a d i c a l s  w o u l d  p r e s s  f o r  t h e  
s p e l l i n g  t o  b e  a m e n d e d  t o  ' v r '  ( s e e  h i s  c o m m e n t  g i v e n  i n  chap.l ) .
Further examples can be found in the texts here examined which show this 
transition, and several grammarians have discussed the alternative pronunciations 
and spellings. The labiodental pronunciation of 'w' probably caused its 
incorrect use in such Middle Dutch words as "wan, i-jrouwe, hewet" (=van,vrouwe, 
hevet). Kilian, as Schonfeld mentions, lists alternative spellings with 'wr' 
or 'vr', but in addition he sometimes gives a third alternative with 'f;
" w r e u e l ,  v r e u e l  . j .  f r e u e l ,  f r e u e l e n ; . . .  f r e u e l ,  w r e v e l " .  P l a n t i j n  l i s t s  n o
alternatives.
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T h e  T w r - s p r a a c k  i s  q u L t e  s p e c i f i c  ( p . 4 6 )  t h a t  ' w '  a n d  ' v '  a r e  ^  p r o n o u n c e d
t h e  s a m e ,  y e t  S p i e g e l  h i m s e l f  i s  p r o n e  t o  u s e  a  h y p e r c o r r e c t  ' w r '  s p e l l i n g  -  
" i w r e v e l h e i d ,  v . r e v l i g h "  i n  ! i i s  " n e r t s p i e g h e l "  ( V I . 3 7 7 , 5 1 1 ) ,  t h o u g h  S c h o n f e l d  
( p .  154) o o u D u s  w h e t h e r  t h e s e  a r e  v a l i d  e x a m p l e s ,  — t h e y  a r e  r a t h e r  t o  b e  c o n s i d e i ' o d  
a s  d e r i v i n g  f r o m  " w i j v e n " ,  t h o u g h  t h i s  d o e s  n o t  e x p l a i n  K i l i a n ' s  " f r e v e l "  
a l t e r n a t i v e .  J a c o b  D uym  i s  r e c o r d e d  a s  h a v i n g  u s e d  " v r e k e n "  i n  I 606 ( W H T ) ,  a n d  
B r e d c r o  ( l . ' a u t a  § 3 7 )  o f t e n  u s e s  s u c h  f o r m s  a s  " v r o e g e n ,  v r o e t e n ,  g e v r i j f " .  I n  
V a n  E n g e l e n  c a n  b o  f o u i d  s u c h  s p e l l i n g s  a s  " z o o  v r e d e n  a a r t ;  0  H e r d e r  m y  z o  
v r e e t "  ( p . 5 3 ) °  D e  H u y t e r  a l s o  m a k e s  w i d e s p r e a d  u s e  o f  t h e  ' v r - '  f o r m s .
T h e  B i b l e  t r a n s l a t o r s  a r e  t h e  f i r s t  t o  c o n d e m n  s u c h  a  u s a g e :  " F . 1 2 . ' w r e v e l '  
s c r i b o n d u m , n o n  ' w r e f e l '  n e c  ' v r e w e l ' " .  A s  M o n t a n u s  f o l l o w s  t h e  s t a n d a r d  
d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  ' • v r / w r '  i t  c a n  b e  a s s u m e d  t h a t  h i s  e x p e r t  e a r  d i d  h e  o r  s o m e  
d i f f e r e n c e .  T\'/o S o u t h e r n  w r i t e r s ,  h o w e v e r ,  d i v e r g e  f r o m  t h i s  a n d  a d o p t  t h e  ' v r '  
s p e l l i n g .  B o l o g n i n o  u s e s  ' v r ' i n  s u c h  w o r d s  a s  " w r a c ,  i n r e e d " , a n d  B i n n a r t  d o e s  
n o t  h a v e  a  s i n g l e  e n t r y  i n  h i s  d i c t i o n a r y  w i t h  ' w r '  -  a l l  h a v e  ' v r ' ,  e . g .
" v r e e d t ,  v r i n g h e n "  ( V a n  E n g e l e n  m e n t i o n e d  a b o v e  i s  a l s o  a  S o u t h e r n e r ) .  L u y k e n ' s  
" D u i t s e  L i e r "  c o n t a i n s  t h e  s p e l l i n g  " v r i j f t "  ( p . 5 1 ) ,  a n d  V a n  H e l d e r e n ' s  E n g l i s h  
grcjimiai* o f  1 6 7 5  h a s  " v r i n g e n ,  g e v r o n g e n "  o n  p a g e  5 2 .  L a  C r o i x  u s e s  " v r e e v e n "  i n
1 6 0  5 .
P o s s i b l y  t h e  o n l y  g r a r r i m a r i a n  e v e r  t o  p r o p o s e  a b a n d o n i n g  t h e  ' v / r '  s p e l l i n g  i n  
f a v o u r  o f  ' v i * ' ,  t o  a c c o r d  w i t h  t h e  c h a n g e  i n  p r o n u n c i a t i o n ,  i s  W i n s c h o o t e n  i n  
1 6 8 3 :  " D e  I l o l l a n d s e  T a a l  h a a t  a l l e  h a r d i g h e i d  e n  d a a r o m  s o e k t  z i j  a l l e  h a r d e  
L e t t e r e n ,  o f  t e  v e r s a g t e n :  o f  s a g t e r  L e t t e r e n  t e  g e b r u i k e n ,  g e l i j k  u i t  d e  
v o l g e n d e  s t a a l t j e s  o p e n b a a r  i s .  D e  o u d e  p l e e g e n  t e  s c h r i j v e n ,  ' W r e e k e n ,  w r i j v e n ,  
W ra lc ,  W r o e g e n ' ,  H u :  ' V r e e k e n ,  V r i j v e n ,  V r i n g e n ,  V r a l c ,  V r o e g e n ' " .  T h i s ,  h e  c l a i m s ,  
i s  b e c a u s e  ' w ' i s  " b i j  d e  H o l l a n d e r s  e e n  a f g a a n d e  l e t t e r " .  T h i s  r u l e  i s  a b i d e d  
b y  i n  h i s  d i c t i o n a r y  t h e  f o l l o w i n g  y e a r ,  w i t h  " v r a a k ,  v r i j v e n "  e t c . ;  t h e  l o n e  
' ■ e n t r y  " w r e e d "  m a y  b e  f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  w i t h  " v r e d e "  ( p e a c e ) .
S u p p o r t  f o r  t h i s  p r o n u n c i a t i o n - b a s e d  s p e l l i n g  i n  t h e  S o u t h  c o m e s  f r o m  t h e  
" G r a m m a i r e  p l u s  e x a c t e "  o f  1 7 0 1  ( " v r y v e n "  p . 1 0 3 ) ,  V a n  G e e s d a l l e ,  w i t h  " g y  v r i j f d ,  
i k  v r e e f "  i n  1 7 0 0  ( p . 9 7 ) ,  a n d  M a r i n ' s  d i c t i o n a r y  ( ' w r y v e n '  z i e  ' v r y v e n ' ) ,  
a l t h o u g h  t h e  l a t t e r  i s  t h e  o n l y  ' w r '  w o r d  t o  h a v e  s u c h  a  c r o s s - r e f e r e n c e .  H a l m a
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o n  b h e  n t h o r  h a n d  h a s  " v r i j v e n  z i e  w r i j v e n "  ( c f .  t h e  c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  
b e t w e e n  H a l m a  a n d  M a r i n  i n  c h a p t e r  4 ) .  K r a m e r  i h  h i s  grammar i s  s i m i l a r  t o  
M a r i n ;  "Wreeken; W r i n g e n ;  W r z r e n  s .  v r ^ r e n "  ( V o n  I ' o e r b e e l :  e d .  p.75); h i s  
d i c t i o n a r y  o f  1 7 1 9  d o e s  n o t  l i s t  this w o r d  with e i t h e r  spelling, b u t  d o e s  l i s t  
"Wrong, vrong" (nmm).
O n e  o f  t h e  m o s t  p r e c i s e  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  e x a c t  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  o f  ' w ' +  ' r ' 
c o m e s  f r o m  E . G . P .  i n  1 7 1 3 :  " O f  d e  II. e e n  v o i l e  k l i n k e r  o f t e  v o i l e  m e d e - k l i n k e r  
(= b i l a b i a l  semiconsonant o r  l a b i o d e n t a l  c o n s o n a n t  r e s p e c t i v e l y )  i s ,  z o u  m e n  . . .  
w o l  I c o n n e n  i n  ' t  t w i s t  t r e k l c e n .  W a n t  d e  O u d e  p l a g t e n  ' W t '  v o o r  ' u y t '  t e  
s c h r i j v e n ;  e n  wanneer men ' e r  m e t  a e n d a c h t  oplet, s c h i j n t  ' er t e n  m i n s t e n  i n  d e  
se If de e e n  U. k l i  n i c e r  e n  e e n  V. m e d e k l i n k e r  g e h o o r t  t e  worden (i.e. t h e  l i [ i -  
r o u n d i n g  o f  ' u '  b e c o m e s  a l m o s t  c l o s e d  j u s t  b e f o r e  t h e  ' t '  c a u s i n g  a n  i n t r u s i v e  
f r i c a t i v e  i n  / u : v t / ) .  D i t  s c h i j n t  m e n  n o g  m e e r  t e  a e n h o o r e n ,  a l s  s y  v o o r  d e  
m e d e - k l i n k e r  R. g e p l a e t s t  w o r d t  i n  ' w r a a k ,  w r e e d t ,  wr ingen, w r y v e n ' e n z .  U ant 
' t  i s  b y - n a ,  a l s  o f  m e n  ' u v r a e k ,  u v r e e d t ,  u v r i n g e n ,  uvryven',  k o r t e l i j k  afbeet". 
T h e  e f f e c t  o n  / u : v /  i f  o n e  "(het) k o r t e l i j k  a f b e e t "  would be t o  produce / v /  w i t h  
l i p - r o u n d i n g ,  v i z .  t h e  l a b i o d e n t a l  / w /  w h i c h  h a d  c a u s e d  t h e  ' v j * ' s p e l l i n g  w i t h  
o t h e r  I writers. E . G . P .  h a s  n o  d e s i r e  t o  c h a n g e  t h e  s p e l l i n g ,  a n d  i n  f a c t  d o e s  
n o t  s e e m  t o  b e  a w a r e  o f  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  ' v r - '  f o r m s .
T u i n i i i a n ,  l . i k e  Winschooten, notes the g e n e r a l  spread of t h e  ' v r ' p r o n u n c i a t i o n :  
" e c h t e r  h o o r t  h e t  o o r  i n  d e  d a g e l y k s c h e  s p r a a k  ' v r y v e n '  v o o r  'wryven', ' v r e k e n '  
v o o r  ' w r e k e n ' ,  ' v e r v r i k k e n '  v o o r  ' v e r w r i k k e n ' ,  ' v r e w e l '  v o o r  ' v / r e v e l '  ( n b ) ,
' y r o k '  v o o r  ' w r o k ' ,  ' v r a a k '  v o o r  ' w r a a k ' "  ( H o . l / f ^ ) .  H e  d i d  n o t  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  
s p e l l i n g  n e e d e d  t o  b e  a m e n d e d  a c c o r d i n g l y .  T e n  K a t e  w a s  a  l i t t l e  m o r e  d i s p o s e d  
t o w a r d s  t h e  u s e  o f  ' v r ' ,  t h o u g h  h e  h i m s e l f  o n l y  u s e s  ' w r ' ;  h e  speaks ( 11,63) o f  
t h e  p r e f i x  " V  o f  W v o o r  d e  R . . . ( i n )  ' v r e k e n '  o f  ' w r e k e n ' " ,  a n d  s i m i l a r l y  f o r  
"vryven, v r i n g e n ,  v r y t e n "  o r  " w r y v e n . . . "  e t c . .  I n  1798 S c h w i e r s  u s e s  " v r i j v e n ,  
v r e e v "  a l o n g s i d e  " v / r i n g e n " .
V e r y  l i t t l e  m o r e  i s  heard o f  t h i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  u n t i l  the n e x t
c e n t u r y ;  J a n  s o n  u s e s  " i n r a u w "  f o r  " v r o u w "  ( p .  2 2 ) ,  a n d  b o t h  V a n  D a e l e  ( 1 / 1 6 )  a n d
D e  N e c k e r e  ( p . 50} u s e  " g e v r o g h t / g e v r o g t "  a s  t h e  p a r t i c i p l e  o f  " w e r k e n " ,  but
s u c h  a r e  n o t  c o m m o n .  R e n i e r ,  i n  d i s c u s s i n g  ' w r / v r ' ,  d e c i d e d  t h a t  t h e  f o r m e r  i s  
u s e d  w h e r e  t h e r e  i s  " g e v / e l d , . . .  ( i n )  ' w r e e d ,  w r a e k ,  w r y v e n '  " ,  o t h e r w i s e  ' v r '  i s
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u s e d ,  a s  i l l  " v r a c h i . ,  v r c d o " .  T h i s  s e e m s  a  l i t t l e  w h i m s i c a l ,  a n d  i s  p r o b a b l y  d u e  
t o  t h e  s i c l o - b y - s i d e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  " v r r o e r l "  a n d  " v r e d e "  ; t h e r e  i s  n o  l i n g u i s t i c  
b a c k i n g ; -  f o r  s u c h  a  d i s t i n c t i o n  ( Z e y d e l a a r  t o o  h a d  f e l t  t h a t  "W r h e e f t  e e n  
w r u n g  g e l u i d " ) ,  b a s e d  o n  a u  b o s u g g e s t i o n .
U e  E i m p e l  w a s  t h e  f i r s t  t o  r e s u r r e c t  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  w i t h  r e f e r e n c e  t o  a  
p o s s i b l e  t e n d e n c y  t o  d i f f e r e n c e  o f  s p e l l i n g :  " D e  W w o r d t  t h a n s  m e e r m a l e n  v o o r  
d e  R i n  p l a a t s  v a n  d e  V g e b e z i g d ,  a l s :  w r a a k ,  w r i n g e n ,  e n z . "  -  n b  h e  c o n s i d e r s  
' v r '  t o  b e  t h e  n a t u r a l  s p e l l i n g .  I n  a  f o o t n o t e  h e  a d d s  t h a t  " D e  V l a m i n g e n  d i e  
' v r a a k ,  v r i n g e n ' ,  e n z ,  s c h r i j v e n  ( n b )  k u n n e n  n i e t  v a t t e n  w a a r o m  d e  H o l l a n d e r s  d e  
W b c z i g e n .  D i t  g e s c h i e d ,  o n  d a t  s o o r t g e l i j l : e  w o o r d e n  a l l e  e e n e n  g e w e l d i g e n
d r i f t ,  o f  e e n e  g e w e l d i g e  w o r k i n g ,  h a r d h e i d ,  s c h e r p t e ,  e n z .  a a n d u i d e n ,  a l s  ' i / r a a k ,
\7r e e d ,  w i j v e n ,  w r o t e n '  e n z . ,  W a a r d o o r  z i j  z e e r  e i g e n a a r d i g  v a n  d e  w o o r d e n  ' v i * e d e ,  
v r e e m d ,  v r e e s ,  v r e u g d ' ,  e n z . ,  o n d e r s c h e i d e n  w o r d e n " .  " " p a r t  f r o m  t h i s  
m o d i f i c a t i o n  o f  R e n i e r ' s  v i e w  o n  t h e  f u n c t i o n  o f  ' ^ . r / v r ' t o  e : p p r o s s  e m o t i o n s ,  
t h e m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  w o r d  i s  " s c l i r i j v e n "  -  s u c h  s p e l l i n g s  w e r e  t h u s  s t i l l  w e l l - k n o w n .  
F u r t h e r  o n  h e  c o m m e n t s  t h a t  " D e  Y l a m i n g e n  s c h i j n e n  r e g t  t e  h e b b e n  n e t  ' v r a a k ,  
v r e e k e n ,  v r i n g e n '  e n z .  i n  p l a n t s  v a n  ' w r a a k ,  w e e  k e n ,  i v r i n g e n '  e n z .  t e  s c h r i j v e n ,  
o m d a t  d e  ' v '  h i e r  z o o  w e l  o f  b e t e r  a a n  d e  u i t s p r a a k  v o l d o e t  d a n  d e  ' w ' " ( p . . 2 4 2 ) .  
T h a t  m a y  w e l l  h a v e  b e e n  t r u e  f o r  t h e  S o u t h ,  b u t  i t  c o u l d  n o t  b e  s a i d  f o r  t h e  
w h o l e  o f  t h e  N e t h e r l a n d s .
A s  m i g h t  b e  e x p e c t e d ,  a l m o s t  a l l  t h e  p e o p l e  w h o  u s e d ,  o r  m o o t e d ,  t h e  ' v r '  
s p e l l i n g ,  c o m e  f r o m  t h e  S o u t h ,  w i t h  a  f e w  H o l l a n d e r s ,  -  c o n f o r m i n g  m o r e  o r  l o s s  
t o  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  l a b i o d e n t a l  / w / .  T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  p r o n u n c i a t i o n  b e t w e e n  
l a b i o d e n t a l  / w /  b e f o r e  / r /  a n d  b i l a b i a l  / w /  i n  o t h e r  p o s i t i o n s  e n c o u r a g e d  t h e  
u s e  o f  ' v '  i n  t h e  f o r m e r  i n  t h o s e  a r e a s  w h i c h  h a d  t h e  b i l a b i a l  / w / .  A r e a s  w i t h  
l a b i o d e n t a l  / w /  i n  a l l  p o s i t i o n s  w o u l d  n a t u r a l l y  s p e l l  ' w '  i n  a l l  p o s i t i o n s
w i t h o u t  h e s i t a t i o n .  I n  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h i s  i t  m a y  b e  t h o u g h t  p u z z l i n g  t h a t
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N o r t h :
South :
- u . - u w e
N o r t h :
S o u t h :
l a t e  Middle D u t c h  bo t h e  p r e s e n t  day
D e  H u b e r t ,  B i b l e ,  K o k ,  L e u p e n i u s ,  J e w e l ,  D u i k e r i u s ,  N y l o ë  ( 1 7 0 3 ) ,
M . ,  K r a m e r ,  S e w e l / L a  G r u e ,  N u y d e c o p e r ,  o c h a g e n ,  C u h o ,  V a n  B e l l e ,
E l s e v i e r ,  D o  H a e s ,  Z e y d e l a a r ,  " K u n s t . S t i j l ,  N u t , e t c . .  
P l a n t i j n ,  K i l i a n ,  d u y t e r s .  V a n  E n g e l e n ,  B i n n a r t ,  " L a c o n i s . . . " ,
L a  G r u e ,  V a n  G e e s d a l l e ,  G r a m m a i r  p l u s  e x a c t e ,  E . G . ? . ,  S t e v e n ,  P . B . ,  
D e s  R o c h e s ,  e t c . .
M i d d l e  D u t c h  t o  m i d  I 'M bh c e n t ' o r y
H w o - s p r a a c k ,  V a n  d e r  S c h u e r e ,  D n f f o r n e ,  A m p z i n g ,  V a n  d e r  W e y d e n ,  
V a n  d o n  E n d e ,  N i o r v a e r t  ( b o t h  e d i t i o n s ) .  V a n  A t t e v e l d ,  V a n  d e r  
L i n d e n ,  N y l o c  ( l a t e r  e d i t i o n s ) ,  M o o n e n ,  N e u g e l e n b u r g ;  -  H e t t e m a  
L n m b r e c h t ,  S t e v i n ,  B o l o g n i n o
- u ,  - u w e  c h a n g i n g  t o  - u w ,  - u w e ;  H o o f t ,  G a m p h u y s e n ,  winschooten. V a n  H o o g s t r a t e n  
- u w ,  - u w e  changing t o  - u ,  - u w e :  V o n d e l  c . s .
) o n l y  f o r  c o n s o n a n t  ' u w '
-UV7, - u e  P l a n t i j n
- u w ,  - w e  E m i t s
-u, - u w e  o r  - u w ,  - u w e : V a n  ^ ^ e u l e  ( 1 6 2 5 ) , H i l l e n i u s ,  V a n  H e l d e r e n ,  Kuyp-er,
P o e r a e t ,  D e  V i n ;  N u t  
- u ,  - u w e  o r  - u ,  - w e :  H e x h a m ,  B e y e r
- u ,  - u e  o r  - u ,  - w e :  V a n  " " e u l e  (1633)
Ru, -ue/-ue S e x a g i u s ,  D e  H e u i t e r ,  P l e m p ,  V a n  - ^ e u l e  (1633), Winschooten; V .W . .S .
- w ,  - w e  V o o r r e d e n ,  M o n t a n u s ,  H i l a r i d e s ,  N a j e r ,  M . S . ,  ( K r a m e r ) ,  T e n  K a t e ,
V a n  Overschie, H o l t r o p ,  Van D a e l e ,  D e  N e c k e r e ,  E m i t s ,  V a n  d e n  H o v e n ,  
D i : c i ,  K l t i c k ,  R o m b o u t s ,  V . W . S ,
N o t e d  u s e r s  o f  ' v r '  f o r  ' w r '
( d e ^ y e e s  o f  c o n s i s t e n c y  v a r y  g r e a t l y )
K i l i a n ,  S p i e g h e l ,  Duym, B r e d e r o ,  V a n  E n g e l e n ,  D e  H u y t e r ,  B o l o g n i n o ,  Binnart, 
L u y k e n ,  V a n  H e l d e r e n ,  L a  C r o i x ,  W i n s c h o o t e n ,  V a n  G e e s d a l l e ,  G r a m m a i r e  p l u s  e x a c t e ,  
( E . G . P . ) ,  M a r i n ,  K r a m e r , ( R a i m a , )  T e n  K a t e ,  S c h w i e r s ,  V a n  D a e l e ,  D e  N e c k e r e .
opposed: B i b l e ,  W i l l e .
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Chapter ].6: 'x'
'x' in Dutch words: uninflected words
in inflexion
Ix' in loan words.
There are few if any native Dutch words in which the combination /ks/ can be 
considered part of the stem, historically speaking. Aliaost all of the words in 
which /ks/ appeal's seem to have acquired the /s/ by the addition either of 
suffixes, as in "blik-sem", or of inflectional endings, as in "strak-s, reek-s, 
linl'-s", sometimes involving a sound change, as in "flulcs" from "vleug". In 
such words it is not immediately obvious to the une tymo logic ally inclined eye 
that inflection or derivation is at play,Unlike with a much greater group which 
includes such as "ondanks, jaarlijks, nauvielijks, langs, deksel, haksel", and the 
even more numerous"(lets) antieks, unieks, lelijks, heerlijks", plus the single 
example of a plui’al "koks". This leaves only very old loans such as "lieks, 
bul{s(boom)", and the words "feeks, aaks, ekster", the first of which has no clear 
etymology, and the other two having the historical forms "agastria, acus" so that 
here /ks/ is produced by contraction. The only conclusion to be drawn from this 
is that outside inflection the sound /ks/ is not native to Dutch, the consequence 
of which is that the letter 'x' should have no place in the spelling of native 
Dutch wordso
However, with the adoption of the Latin alphabet by the early Dutch scribes, 
the letter ’x' was automatically taken over and applied wherever possible, thus 
not only in loan words but also to native Dutch words both with and without the 
inflectional '-s'. Whilst books were handwritten this usage had the admirable 
advantage of being shorter than (ks' or 'cs', and the same argument, along with 
tradition, no doubt weighed heavily with the early printers. It is therefore not 
only common but normal to find in Middle Dutch such forms as "coninx, lanxt, 
danx" and (for example in Boecius) "blexem".
Well into the 16th century such usage is still normal. Kilian has "axe", 
the Voorreden has "grootelyx, allerneerstelixte, nootelixste, Blixemen", in the 
Twe-spraack are "zulx, maxel" etc.. Very early on a secondary, and progressively 
more common alternative arose. Because of the uninflected forms ending in '-k',
or more usually '-c'.y this letter was kept in the inflected form, even though
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the with its now superfluous /k/ element, was still added. Later Middle
Dutch, has forms such as "onlancx, dancx", the Boecius translation "mijns ghelucx", 
Van der W erve "conincx, des conincx rijcx" (in the entries for "Tliroon,
Regnatie"), Plantijn "’conincx", the Tv/e-spraack "volcx, daghelycx, elcx, zulcx", 
Stevin "bequaeraelicxt", Goornhert "cocx, sulcx, elcx",etc..
With the rise of the ending '~ck' instead of '-c' (see chap.2) it becomes 
more common to find '-cloc', such as Goornhert*s "lanckx". These became 
especially frequent in the first half of the following century, being used for 
example by De Ruyter in "laenckx, stuckx", by Huygens in "strackx", and by 
innumerable others. Because of the less obvious derivation it is more usual to 
find the simple 'x* than 'ex' in "blixem", and conversely more usual to find 
'-ex' in inflexion than just '-x'.
The various grammatical works of the l6th century reflect some of these 
trends. Lambrecht w o te that "ics, werd uytghesproken gheliic 'ks', en es in 
Tneder. altijd finaal". He thus disapproves of its use internally, a theory 
which he carries out in his dictionary, spelling "aecse, aecster", referring 
from "exterooghe" to "aecsterooghe", and giving the variants "flouckx, flunc of 
vullicks"; one exception is to be found in "exsel" (ornament), but otherwise he 
is faithful to his rule. Kilian similarly gives "ackse ... aeckse" and "bockse" 
as alternatives to "axe, boxe", alongside "blicksem". It is not possible to
tell what Sexagius felt on this as neither 'x' nor '-ks' figures in any word
used by him.
Lambrecht's rule is echoed some thirty years later by De Heuiter: he too 
dislikes 'x' within a word, but prefers the simple '-x' spelling at the end, in
emulation of Latin usage - "welice Latinen wij in gelijc luidende woorden behoren
te volgen". This gives "des toinx, slainx, rox, elx, Griex". One exception to 
this was in derivations, where 'x' could appear within the word, as in 
"bouxken"; Lambrecht too had spelled "clerxlcen".
But the use of 'x', with or without 'c/k',was by no means unanimous ; it is 
very common to find 'cs', or later 'ks' being used as early as the 15th century. 
The Exercitium uses "decsel, voles", and avoids *x' in Dutch words (in the 
Deventer edition). Boecius uses "meinschelics", Goornhert's "Voorreden", a
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century later, uses "volmaekste, daglielycks, Grieks", and Stevin has "maecsel, 
schicsel"; by this time such spellings are quite common. The recurrence of the 
same texts in the examples just given underlines the lack of consistency in most 
writers/printers. Some trends are apparent however: "maecsel, schicsel" and 
other words with the suffix '-sel' are less frequently spelt with '-x-' because 
of the force of the final '-c' in the root word and the 's-' ih the easily 
recognised suffix. This compares with "blixem" where ’x' is the more common 
spelling due to '-sern' not being read as a suffix. At the end of a word (e.g. 
"vol(c)x") the form with. 'x' is just as common as that with '-cs', and in 
derivation ("pac:dccn") the '-cx-' form is the commonest.
When Van der Schuere described these alternative spellings in 1612 he did not 
say which form he preferred, though the implication of his statement is that the 
form with 'x' is less fundamental: "De 'x' kommende t' eynden inde Sillabe, 
bediend daer de plaets van 'ks' in ' gelux, paxicen, stoxken', ende vel meer ander: 
ende komter noch een 't' achter aen, zoo bediendze de plaets van 'gs' in 'anxt, 
henxt', ende dergelijke. Want zy word alleen om kortheyds wille inde plaets van 
'ks', of 'gs' gebruykt, anders en komt zy in geen Nederlandsche woorden", lie 
does not mention '-ex' or '-clcx' because he is also arguing for the replacement 
of 'c(k)' by 'k(k)'o His comment suggests that he prefers '-ks' except where a 
shorter form is deemed necessary.
The next to comment on such variations in usage was Van Heule. Me regards 
the addition of '-x' as the normal inflexion; "Ook hebben zommige woorden in de 
plaetze van de S eene X als 'Vole' heeft 'Volkx, Lijk Lijlcc', dit schijnt te 
zijn, om dat de uytspraek wat lichter zoude vallen". That Van Heule is little 
convinced by his own explanation is shown firstly by his use of the word "schijnt" 
and secondly by his later comment (p.81) that "In veele woorden konnen Letteren 
uytgelaten worden, zonder dat de uyt spr alee der woorden ver ander t,... 'Zulckx' ende 
'Zulx', 'Konincks' ende 'Koninx', 'Eerlickx' ende 'Eerlix'". His own usage is as 
given - i.e. with '-lex' in "boulcx, spraelex" (pp. 16,28), but he uses the simple 
'x' in the exclamations "Fix, Flux" (p.71 - cf "Flucx" p.68).
In the second edition of his grammar the forms given are somewhat different.
On page 77 he gives the following genitive forms: "Welc...Welx,...Igelic heeft 
Igelix,...Elc heeft Elx" (another instance of the second edition resembling De
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Heuiter). Later (p.146) lie gives the same comment as in the first edition on 
the shortened forms, slightly rephrased, and with "Zulcks, Konincks, Eerlicks" as 
the longer forms. It is not clear what implication is to be drawn from this.
Usage in the second edition is a little less regular than in the first; amongst 
such forms as "gobrecx, Rijcxt, gebruyx, Grioxsche, Eocx" there is a slight 
preference for '-ex'.
This usage of Van Heule's deviates from the rules laid d o w  by the Bible 
translators in 1623. They rejected the use of 'x' in inflectional forms such as 
"conicks/conincs, dagelicks", but allowed it in adverbs such as "stracx, strax", 
in the noun "blixem" and in the diminutives "voLxken" alongside "volcsken". Their 
comment on the adverbs is inconsistent as they say that "'stracx, Insgelycx'«.. 
e.tc. talia adverbia poterunt scribi per 'cs' vel 'x' "- they do not mention the 
'-ext of their own examples, nor do they explicitly reject it. They do reject 
"coninx" with just '-x', even though they allow it in the adverbs. The Hew 
Testament revisers made these rules more consistent by amending the second 
comment to road "praeferunt 'cs' vel 'cks' ' stracs', vel 'stracks'", thus bringing 
the adverbs into line with the nouns. Similarly the Old Testament revisers 
added the alternative "blicxem", to which the Hew Testament revisers also added 
"blicksem". The final result is thus in favour of '-cs' or '-cks' and the 
avoidance of 'x' except in diminutives where it is optionaly They express no 
preference betwreen 'cs' and 'cks', which fits in well with contemporary practice.
Many ivriters continued to add 'x' in the inflected forms however, adding it 
to '-c, -k, -ck' according to their system: Ampzing spells "sulkx, grotelijfci, 
flukx", Hooft (in "Achilles"), Coster, Cats, Bredero prefer "G-riecxsche, swacxst; 
zulcx; naulijcx; flucx, volexicon, konincxken, quicx" respectively, and Do Ru^^ter 
uses 'ckx' at the end of a word and (usually) 'clcxs' within it, as "laenckx, 
stuckx, cryeckxraet, sulckx, grootlyckx; bleyckxsem, ins true Icxsye, ackxsaxayneeren, 
haclxjyen, turclcxsche" etc, (though also "suyckses" without 'x').
The ample '-x' spelling continued in very widespread use, both before and 
after its rejection by the Bible translators: Hooft has "desgelyx, overzulx,
Henrix" in his Waernemingen (and no examples with '-cx, -cicx' etc.), Dafforne has 
"zulx, Vonxlcons, boexken, daghelyxsche", Starter has "flux, onlanx", Bontekoe
4%.
has "kox" or "kocx" as plural forms, Gamphuysen has "flux, blixem", etc.. "Blixem" i 
is also used by Huygens, although he usually has '-ckx' in his earlier works,e.g. 
"strackx". In the "Oogentroost" (Korenbloem.en 1653,p.448) he has "ghext" which 
may bo for visual rhyme with "Text". As several writers who used '-ex' normally 
used '-ck' in the uninflected forms it is clearly a case of dropping the '-k' 
rather than merely adding 'x'; Valcoogh in the previous century, with "boeck, 
boecxken", is one instance of this.
The alternative "progressive" (though not new) spelling with '-cs' recorrunended 
by the Bible translators, is used by Plemp, e.g. "lines-luks" in the "Herdooperen 
Anslach", and similaj.* forms avoiding ' x' come from Montanus witing only two years 
after the Bible translators resolutions were formulated, "k actually allows both 
forms when speaking of the misprints in his book; "Ooc hebje...'ex'...voor...
'cs' of 'x'; this is the sort of logical decision to be expected from him - either 
the phonetic '-cs' or the shorter '-x' but certainly not the superfluous '-ex'.
Alongside the older '-c(k)x' and the relatively newer '-c(k)s' the well 
established :-x' form continued to be popular, no doubt for the not insignificant 
reason that it gave shorter spellings, meaning less effort. In a time when all 
sorts of contractions and abbreviations were used both in written and printed 
forms, it is understandable that a ready-made and historically venerable 
shortening by using '-x' should be willingly put to good use. Vondel preferred 
the forms with '-x' ("glimpelijx" in Lucifer, 678), as did Balce ("strax"), the 
younger Brune with "naulix, reex, werx, anxt, treffelix, blixem", Jan de Witt 
with "sulx, oorbaerlijxste", De Decker with "fliuc, strax", etc.. Possibly Vondel's 
usage was of influence here.
But such forms were beginning to lose favour in the eyes of the writers of 
spelling books and other grammatical works. A few still recommend it: Van 
Atteveld considered it quite acceptable in "strax, grotelix", but not in "maaksel, 
halcsel, deksel" where the '-k' of the root should be preserved. This is also the 
view of Van der Weyden, using "billix, paxicen" with the same rejection of "maxel,
I haxel". It is not clear though why it is permissible to drop the root '-k' of 
"pak"i Some writers thought that '-x-' could rightly be used in these words 
named by Van Attevelt and Van der Weyden, - Kok preferred to spell "maaxel", 
possibly being influenced by the newly reprinted Ti-ze-spraack (cf.chan.o).
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Leupcnius, bwo years after Van der Weyden, is more progressive, though he 
has a certain liking for the shorter and older form: "de 'x' doet soo veel als 
'les'... (maar hoewel) wy de Icracht van de selve door twee meedeklinkeren ten 
vollen konnen voldoen, soo heeft het nochtans den Voorouderen behaaght de selve 
... to behouden. Daar is ook rneer soetigheid en kortheid in eene dobbele, dan in 
twee enlcele letteren geleegen". He also draws a parallel with the Greek which 
sirnilai’ly has a letter for /ks/ as well as separate letters for /k/ and /s/. The 
only example he gives is "blixem", and elsewhere he uses only 'ks' - "kerkskon, 
v/erksken, balksken (p.32), Grieksche, dagelijksche" etc.. The same reasoning is 
later echoed by La Grue in 1624 (vho seems to have used Leupenius several times). 
In fact Van der Weyden was the last of that generation of traditional '-x' 
spellers amongst fprammarians, later works nearly all rejecting it. Some mention 
it as a minor usage, e.g. Beyer: "lien kan ook 'ks' door het setter van de enkele 
'x' verminderen; 'Koninks, Koniiix'" (p.99). It is noticeable that 'x' is now 
given as a variant of 'ks', whereas earlier the situation.-.was reversed. Hillenius 
(p.97) has a similar comment, but these are mostly mere echoings of grammars 
such as Van Heule, used extensively by both Beyer and Hillenius.
The new generation begins with Leupenius and proceeds with several more 
minor works. Bolgnino uses only "Grickse, Gricse, oversulcks, decksel" with 
'-cks' or '-cs'; Binnart believes that "behoortmen ooc op't endt van de worden, 
in stede van de 'x', te schryven 'cs' (als ' stracs' in stede van 'stracx')", and 
spells "blicksera" alongside "exter, hexe"; Bilius prefers "Dagelycse" to 
"Daeghelyclcxsche" (not without reasonl), and "Laconis..." thinks that "'x' Melius 
suppletur per 'cks': 'daghelijcks, blicksem". All these comments covering a mere 
ten years from 1657 to 1666 are ample evidence of the contemporary tendency.
A lone voice is that of Van den Ende, only three years after Van der Weyden, 
yet with sufficiently different motives to mark him off from the mere 
traditionalists. His motivation is a far-reaching economy of letters: "Die 
overvloed van lettren heb'ik geschoudt ... Derhalven spelle ik bondig en kort: 
Aldus...'Grotelijx, Strix, Zulx, Bexlcen, Taxlcen, Strixlcen, Kriexken' ; Ende niet 
na ouder gewoonte ... 'Grotelicks, Strackx, Sulckx, Beckxlcen, Tackxken,
Strickxken, Krieckxken'", He is correct, by most standards, in thinlcing this an 
improvement, and although his conclusion is different from Bilius's his motives
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are the same, merely going one step further in shortening the word-form.
Until the end of the century no more works were to advocate the use of in 
Dutch words. The society Nil Volentibus Arduum rejected 'x', as expressed in the 
words of their spokesman Pels; "De ' q' en ' x' versmyt ik... en zet’er 'ki-/', en 
'ks', voor het welk onze natuurlyke letters zynde, geen andere klank uitbeelden 
konnen, en nu al veel gebruikt worden". They already consider the use of 'ks' 
for 'x' a common practice. By 1683, six years later, Winschooten considered it 
standard: "deese letter werd van de Weederlanders naauwelijks anders gebruikt 
als in uitheemse woorden, soo dat men seggen mag, dat de Neederlanders deese 
letter in haar Neederlandse spelkonst missen moogen". In 1691 Sewel does not 
even think such a usage merits comment in his treatise on spelling contained in 
his dictionary. Even ordinary writers began to express their opinions: Salomon 
van Rustihg, in his "Volgeestige Werken" of 1699, composing a "Gulden ABC"(p.683) 
gets as far as 'w' and- then writes that -
"Met X, en Ypsilon, is niet veel te beginnen: H
' I
Men laatse, in onse taal, met weynig reden binnen,
...Wy kunnen evenwel wel schryven zonder die".
Although "beginnen" is here probably deliberately ambiguous, one suspects that 
he is not only inspired by the impossibility of finding words beginning with 'x'.
As he also rejects 'y' and 'z' it is part of a valid comment on contemporary 
spelling practice, or at least on his own practice.
The "Grammaire plus exacte" of 1701, commenting on alternative spellings, 
gives "flux ou flues, vite; blixem ou bliksem, eclair. Et cette derniers façon 
d'écrire est la plus autorisée". Other spellings were still in use, as hinted 
by the author of this work. The simple '-x' continues to be fairly common in 
the latter half of the 17th century: Van Helderen spells "anxt" in his 
dictionary, Dullaert spells "reex", Bogaard spells "krijgx-luy" (Klioos Itraam I), 
Van Alkeraade uses "insgelijx" in his edition of Melis Stoke. "Blixem"is very 
common, being used by Luyken, De Swaen, Dullaert and many others. Hilarides, 
both in his Phaedrus translation and in his later "Taalgronden", consistently 
uses such forms as "reex, sulx, grootelijx, elx", and Van Hoogstraten uses 
"dagelijxen, Griexen, naeulijx" (alongside "reeks") in his list.
In the South especially the '-ex' and '-ck%' forms survived, and in 1700
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Van Gcesdalle felt it necessary to condemn them. Having just spoken of the use 
of strange letters in foreign names he goes on: "Dog is het wel eene 
wonderbai'elijkere sake, ende moer tegens de reden, dat sy sich dienen van...
'ckx', over al daor eene letter gennegzaem soude sijn. Ten opzichte van 'ckx', 
souden sij beter 'ks' enkellijk gebruyken; angesien dat 'x' ook eene overtollige 
letter is in de Vlaemsche lotterkonst" (p.42).
Just into the now centi.usy however, the forms with '-x' underwent a moderate 
revival in the hands of Ilyloë. It was mentioned above that such forms were still 
current at this time in the wi'itings of Hilarides and Van Hoogstraten, but now 
they received the blessing of a grammar. Although in his first edition he uses 
such forms as "des werx", he decided to moderate the rule somewhat , so that "De 
'x' wort by verkorting voor 'ks' geschreven in 'volx, ryx, elx'. Hoewel anderen 
oordelen dat men de 'ks' hier diende te behouden tot een kenteken van den 
gene ti vus : het geen echter in 'reex, dagelyzc, naulyx, grotelyx' om die reden niet 
nodig is". Nyloë's motive (like Van den Ende and Bilius) was what Poeraet called : 
the rule that "het geen men doen kan met weinige, meet men niet doen met veel 
letteren. Eene stalling, die \r f meenen, dat met ter tydt zoude worden de 
onder, ang van alle oorsprongkelykheden en taelgrondinge, en doen verliezen uit 
het oog de waere stan- of wortelletters" (Boeksaal,1722, p.230).
Earlier criticism of this revival of '-x' came from Koonen: "Zommigen
gebruikeii ook de X. voor Ks, in het spellen van de volgende en diergelyke woorden,
'Zulx, schrix, blyx, ryx'. Dan dit is, myns oordeels, een nieuwigheit, die 
onnoodigh en ondienstigh is. Onnoodigh; want wat behoeft men zich van de
Grieksche X. te bedienen in woorden, die men met de duitsche Ks bequaemelyk kan
spellen? Ondienstigh; deiryl het spellen van zulke woorden met eene X hunne 
betekenis voor de uitheemschen verduistert... Derhalve is best, dat men de Ks in 
het spellen van zulke woorden, die ze uit hunne aart vereischen, behoude". This 
argurnent, at first sight reasonable, is inconsistent within Moonen's system since 
he defends the use of 'q' in Dutch words simply because the letter is also used 
in Latin, yet here he rejects such a motivation for the use of 'x'.
Notwithstanding the authority of Moonen the use of '-x' continued, possibly 
nnder the influence of Nyloe, who was reprinted more times than Moonen (seven 
and five prints respectively): Van Gaveren, in his editorship of the Boekzaal,
493.
uses such forms as "uitdruxel", Foot uses "elx", Zeeus has "smaex, uitwerxelen, 
zulx", Verwer uses "laiix" (p.65) and gives "boexhen" as the diminutive of"boek"
(p.2 6 ), Kramer uses "achterbax" alongside "reeks" in his dictionary (1719)-, and 
the 1 7 4 3  edition of "iervaert has "boexken" where the earlier edition has 
"boecrdccn", The adding of 'x' after instead of replacing it, also continued,
though it is loss common; F. van dor Schelling regularly uses it in "iaerlykx"
(in "iiendregt"),
In the South the traditional systems with '-clod or '-ex' were still the 
more normal form. In 1712 E.G.P., probably influenced by Northern usage, tried 
to amend this; "De X... zou men gemaickelylc Iconnen derven; en KS. de bcsittinge 
doen nemen in haere nlaets. Want (by voorbeelt) 'blicksem' is zoo een goede 
spelling als 'blixem'; en 'rijks-dag' een veel beter als 'rijx-dag' enz.". This 
wording suggests that he finds forms with '-x' more often than those with '-ks'. 
This may either reflect Southern usage (though the statement from Steven given 
below v/ould gainsay this), or be a reaction to Nyloe, whose work he certainly 
knew (see chap.2).
Steven is certainly reacting to contemporary Southern usage (and also certain 
Northern usages) when he \jrites that "Dit Letter zoo veel macht hebbende als 
KS, zoo en is voor die geen K noodig in de bywoorden, als; 'nauwelycx, dagelycx, 
wekelycx, desgelycx' enz. ja sommige met de Hollanders, en stellen daer geen c. 
voor maer scliryven 'blixem, fline', en alle andere". He is condemning final 
'-ckx', and medial '-x-', and recommending '-cx'l The implication of his 
statement is that '-clcx' is the form which he most often sees. His revised 
spelling with '-ex' does not apply to the genitive of nouns, where he preserves 
the '-k', as in "ryks". "Zulkx" can also be found in his work, though less 
frequently, and against his rules. However he is certainly identifying the 
simple '-x' form as being restricted to the North, with '-c(k)x' being 
preferred in the South.
But despite the frequency of the appearance of forms with '-x', with or 
without a preceding *k', no more Northern grammars are to propose anything but 
the "Dutch" 'ks'. This applies to Smids: "i\ry konnen ('x') in ' Saxen, Hexen,
Blixem, Boxvoet' &c gemalclijk uitvagen, met daar weder inplaatsende KS. Hier 
hou ik de syde van de Heer ANDPJES PELS"(a comment in his Schatkamer, opposing
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Moonen's use of "Ilex", e.g. p.61); and also to Heugelenburg, Ten Kate, Van 
Belle, Sc but z, Be Ilaes, Van der Pali'n, etc.. Each of these contrasts the use of 
'ks' in all Dutch words with the use of 'x' in all loan words (see below), 
drawing a very firm line between the two usages, even rejecting "blixem" and 
(usually) "hex, fliuc", though opinions differ on the latter. Moonen felt that 
"'fix',... van het Latynsch 'fixum' aflcomstigh...wordt met de 'x' billyk en 
natuurlijk gospelt". Others preferred 'ks' in this word, even adding '-ch' 
("fiksch") to make it conform with other adjectives. This was done by De Haes 
(p. 11), and later echoed by the grammar of the society "Eunst wordt door arbeid... I' 
and the Nut works. No doubt influential for one word at least was Huydecbper in 
his rejection of "blixem" (VIII, 463-)i on the grounds of its derivation as 
"blik -I- scrn". Van Belle opposed the 'x' in "ekster", and in "heks" which he did 
not consider a loan word. Some writers earlier in the century continued to use 
"blixem", amongst whom were Poet and Langendijk.
Southern usage continued in its traditional paths, preferring '-ex' as 
recommended by Steven. But here too opinions were now changing and the 
"Snoeijmes" came out against such forms, which canstill be found in 1766 in the 
booklet on "Aerschot" with its "sulcx, nauwelijclcx, desgelyclsx" alongside the 
diminutives "joncksken" etc.. Des Roches too prefened the '-ks' forms, even in 
"'blixem, exter, hex',... die ook zeer wel aldus 'bliksem, ekster, neks' worden 
' geschreeven". Other Southern grammars followed suit; Janssens recommended '-ks' 
and the "Inleyding" wrote that "Be X is in onze Tael teenemael onnoodig, alzoo 
men K en S daer voor belcwaemelyk gebruykt, als 'Bliksem, Ryksdag, grootelyks', 
voor 'blixem, Rylcxdag, grootelykx' enz.".
It is still not uncommon to find "blixem, hex, exter" with 'x', for the reasons 
stated above, namely that there is no existing root word wnding in '-k' to 
support the newer '-ks-' spelling. Some, such as Zeydelaar, preferred 'x' in 
individual words for other reasons: "'Hex, toverhex' &c. sclirijvt men met 'x' ter 
onderscheiding’ van 'heks' of 'van’t hèk*". Otherwise he preferred 'ks', even in 
"bliksem". On the whole even for these few words 'ks' was now unanimously 
advocated, e.g. by Cramer, the Nut, Wester, Stijl and Bolhuis. Some spelt 
"blikzem" in line with their use of 's' and 'z' (see chap.11), including Schwiers
m:
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and C .'i. Moltrop. Halm a (and consequently also Winkojjuan) in his dictionary, 
allows the Dutch spelling for the tlrree loan words'"Eix, Hex' en 'Text', die men 
ook schrijft 'Fiks', en 'Heks', als ook'Tekst'". After Siegenbeek the 'x' forms 
are no longer encountered. In fact some grammarians (e.g. Van Daele and 
Dehacgel) did not even include the letter in their alphabets (see chap.19).
A solitary exception, in a small way, was Bilderdijk, who prefers 'x' in 
"fluzc" (3praakleer,57)• This was criticised in 1856 by Csrlenur: "in...'bliksem, 
flulcs, straks', enz. moet men niet, soo als Bilderdijk doet, de 'x' aannemen om 
het ontstaan des 'ks'-blanks uit 'gs' aan te duiden". This can refer only to 
"flux" from "vlugs", not to the other words (of. also the form "Icrijgx" quoted 
above from the mid 17th century, and the cormuent of Van der Schuere on "lanx, 
am:t"). It can therefore be given as a broad generalization that the use of 'x' 
in native Dutch words was extinct well before Siegenbeek’s reforms, with a 
slight tendency for retention in "blixem, flux, exter, fix, hex".
'x' in loan words
Amongst loan words of Romance origin there are a large number which contain 
the element /ks/. In common with all other loan words these long retained, as 
far as compatible with Dutch methods of representation (cf. "mirakel" chap.2), 
their native spelling. The only exceptions are a few words, usually of Germanic 
provenance, which quickly became absorbed; a notable instance of this is the word 
"heks" from ,Swiss German "Hexe" of the 15th century (W.N.T.). Its similarity in 
sound to Dutch words such as "reeks, des heks" caused it not to be felt too 
foreign to have a Dutch '-ks' spelling.
Host early grammarians - i.e. until the mid 13th century - when proposing the 
change from 'x' to 'ks' either make an explicit exception for loan words, or do 
not mention them at all, evidently regarding the exception as automatic. This is 
a feeling which, if usage is an accurate guide, the majority of witers and 
printers shared. In fact 'x' in loan words proved if anyting more tenacious 
than ' c ' for /k/, and 'ph'.
This is not to say that other spellings did not exist; some examples can be 
found at an early date from less well-educated circles, as can be seen from the 
^sage of De Ruyter in the words given earlier. But these are far from common.
All
501.
and even those (amongst whom Vondel) who advocated such Dutch spellings as 
"Febus, Faeton, Geres, Cezar" did not attempt to change the 'x' of "Xerxes, 
Xenophon" etc., even if it involved them in hybrid spellings such as "fenix".
Pels felt that "Alexander could have 's' when used as the Dutch name "Sander", 
but that was his only exception; Winschooten later spells "hekse" though for the 
reasons stated earlier this cannot be categorised in quite the same class as the 
Romance loan words. It is not clear liow much must be read into the not infrequent 
spelling "Teksel" (e.g. Van Alkemade in his "Muiiten").
The first radical pronouncement against the use of 'x' in loan words is 
found in the Flemish "Snoeijmes". Living up to its title it wishes to shear off 
all superfluous letters from Dutch, even adapting loan words (as far as possible) 
to Dutch spelling, claiming "Wat gaet de afkomste van die vreemde woorden de 
Vlamingen aen?" (p.139). A few years later support was to be found from 
Zeydelaar who i i r o t e  in 1768 that "Men sclirijvt ondertusschen seer wel 'Exodus, 
exter; fix, Saxerf,'Fenix' of 'Feniks' is onverschillig. ... 'Xenofon, Xantes, 
Xenocrates, Xerxes, Xantippe', &c. kan men gevoeg'lijk schrijven 'Zenofon, 
Zenocrates, Zerses, Santippe'", though he felt that "Artasèrsès" was a little 
too radical, Tliis was in contrast to the many, such as De Haes, who followed 
Moonen's ruling that the original Greek or Latin letter should be kept here - 
Zeydelaar uses almost exactly the same examples as Moonen (p.IXj, though this 
may be coincidence. The grammar of "Kunst wordt door arbeid,.,", much influenced 
by Zeydelaar, rejected this 'Z-' spelling however.
For loan words, as opposed to foreign names, it was slightly more common to 
find 'ks' creeping in, especially in those words which were in relatively common 
use and hade nothing overtly "foreign" about their sound or appearance. This 
applies to "hex", and the exclamation "fix" (see above), and also progressively 
more common is the spelling "tekst" - see Raima and Uinlcelman above.
In Siegenbeek's system all foreign names had to keep their native spelling, 
as did most loan words - "daar sij anderzins een wanstaltig aansien verkrijgen". 
Thus "Xerxes, Alexander, exempel" etc. were the only approved forms, though 
"feniks" was allowed. This view was also accepted in the South; for example 
Ter Bruggen felt that "het onbehoorlyk (zou) zyn, latynsche of fransche woorden 
met letters te spellen, welice in die taelen niet gebruykt worden; b.v. als men
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'kwGstie' of 'ekstrakt' in de plaets van 'quaestie' of 'exstract' (sic) sclireef". 
Both Thijm and Van Vloten rejected the use of anything but 'x' in loan words, 
preferring "text" etc. to the more progressive forms to be found to a limited 
extent in the De Vries/ Te Winkel system - here "tekst" was allowed but not 
"tekstueel" which could only have '-x-'I
Land, on the other hand, can be counted amongst the radicals; he appropriates 
'x' for a new use altogether, saying that "voor spiritus lenis komen wij een 
teeken te kort; doch de 'x' zou vacant worden en in die leernte Irunnen voorzien". 
Although he does not discuss loan word spellings he must have envisaged the use 
of 'ks' in all words.
Some followers of Kollewijn favoured a far-reaching adaptation of loan words 
to the Dutch spelling system, and were later condemned by Van Ginneken for their 
"vulgaire... Hollandsche phonetische spelling" in the words "eksersitie, 
ekskuus, ekskuzeren", even though such a move never figured in the official 
"Voorstellen" of the Kollewijn movement. One of the most radical suggestions for 
the spelling of loan words appears at this time in the anonymous "Proeve éner 
ni ewe spelling" (1934) written by "Dixi". Far from mshing to banish 'x', he 
wishes to extend it, finding it a very useful letter because of its brevity. He 
did wish to change the spelling of loan words but not along the normal orthodox 
radical lines; "De 'x' wordt in ons stelsel geschreven in al de woorden waar zij 
in de beschaafde uitspraak wordt gehoord, dus ook in die waar in ze in de 
bestaande spellingen door, 'ks' wordt aangeduid". This even covered such words as 
"anxi, axijns, auxi, reaxi, sanxi, sexi" (cf. chap,14) I In view of these it is 
probably safer to put Dixi's suggestions for 'x' not amongst the radical but 
among the idiosyncratic (though not necessarily in a pejorative sense).
The Woordenlijst of 1954 allowed a few of the more common words to have 'ks'- 
"tekstueel" could now join "tekst". Such words were mostly of French origin, 
whereas the directly Latin prefixes 'ex' and 'extra' ("exotisch, extract, 
extraordinair"), even where they came to Dutch via French, were felt to be too 
obviously foreign, A number of words, however foreign their appearance, had 
alternative spellings (falanks, falanx; sfinlcs, sfinx), and the motivation was 
really the preservation of the status quo: "In woorden waarin 'ks' reeds algemeen 
is, wordo alleen deze spelling erkend ('tekst' en derg,). In sommige gevallen
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krljgt *x’ faculta'bief 'ks' naast zich ('examen' en derg., ook 'eksarnen' enz.)".
In these latter cases the 'x' was always in tie "voorkeurspelling". i
The first of the post-Woordenlijst radicals to attack loan words, Rombouts, 
was in favour of the complete elimination of 'x' in loan words, using such forms 
as "taksi, fleksi, fikseren, eksellent, ekserpt, ekskuus, ekskursie; silofoon, |
santippe" (pp.22,111). This was supported by Verschueren with a similar plea in
his dictionary (l%l): "x. gespr. ks, = KS: EKmiEN, EKSKUUS, KLAK.30N, TEKST".
In response to such pressures from the V.W.-l. the government "Rapport" of 1967 
conceded almost all points, a proving tl-.e 'ks' spelling in all words: "De 
commissie stelt voor 'ks' te spellen; dus: eksarnen, falanks, kontekst, ksenofobie, 
ksilofoon, maksimum, paradoks, sfinks, sintaksis, tekstiel,... eksellentie, ekses, 
eksklamatie, ekskuzeren". The only exception was for the prefix 'ex-' in thes 
sense "former", 'ex-' in the sense "out" became 'eks-' as in the examples above. 
This judgement was not affected by the "Eindvoorstellen" and it seems that, 
except by some conservatives (and such as Mulisch who finds that "voor het oog 
maakt ('sphynx') duidelijker wat ik er mee te zeggen had .,. dan de spelling 
'sphinx', laat staan 'sfinks'" p.23), here too the radical adaptation to the 
Dutch spelling system will become accepted.
Summaries
Chronology: '-x' in the inflected forms of Dutch words:
Kiddle Dutch forms with ' x' used ahiiost exclusively, simple
'-X' predominate s.
- 1600 '-ex' becoming more common
1600 - 1 6 5 0  '-ckx' also found, also '-lex', depending mostly on
the choice of final '-c, -ck, -k'. '-x' still common
1 6 5 0  - 1700 North; '-x' still used, otherwise '-ks'
South: '-cx, -clcx' widely used;'-x,-ks' uncommon
1700 - 1720 North: '-x' revived a little
South: '-cx, -ckx' still widely used
1720 - 1 7 5 0  North: only '-ks' in normal use
South: '-cx, -clcx' dying out mid century; yields to 'ks'
1750ff only '-ks' in common use
bliksem, ekster; '-x-, -ks-, -cks-' all in common use until end of l6th
century, then 'ks' predominates, finally becoming normal 
heks usage fluctuates unsystematicall^r after ca. 1750;
usually '-x' before this date.
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'-x' explicit defenders: Lambrecht, Be Heuiter, Montanus, Van den Ende, 
Nyloe.
in adverbs: Bible, Van Atteveld, V.cl.Weyden, (Nyl
grammars using: Killan, Voorreden, Twe-spraack, Dafforne, Hooft, 




grammEU's using; Van der Werve, Plantijn, Twe-spraack, Valcoogh, 
Van Heule (1633)
'-lex' defenders: Van Heule (1625)
grammars using: Aïïipzing
'-cs' defenders: Bible, Montanus, Bolognino, Binnart, Bilius
grammars using: Exercitium
' -ks ' defenders: Van der Schuere, Leupenius (except "blixem"),Pels 
all later grammars except as indicated
grammars using; Voorreden, De Hubert, Plemp,...
'-cks' defenders: Bible, Laconis...
grammars using: Voorreden,(Bolognino)
'-clcx' defenders: none
Apart from those noted above, the folJ-o-S'/ing uses have been noted either in 
literary works or as very minor usages in grammars (printers' forms?):
-x: Van Heule, Starter, De Witt, Bontekoe, Brune, Vondel, De Decker,
Dullaert, Van Alkemade, Zeeus, Foot, Boomkamp, Moonen (in his 
questions to Vondel only)
-ngx; Hoemer Visscher ("wangxkens"), Bogaard 
-xt; in superlatives; Stevin, Van Heule (1633)
-xst; Van der Schuere ("hemcst"); very common in superlatives 
-cx: Boecius, Coornhert, Stevin, Roemer Visscher, Van Borsselen, Smyters, ,
Dafforne, Cats, Bredero, Coster, Hooft, Bontekoe, De Decker,Bolsv/ert* 
-ext: in superlatives: Middle Dutch, Voorreden |{
-cxst: very common in superlatives
-ckx: Coornhert, Van Engelen, Huygens, De Ruyter, Bolswert, "Aerschot",
-lex: Van der Schelling, Steven,
-cxs: Stevin ("sulcxs"), and many others.
-ckxs: De Ruyter (opposed by Van den Ende, Bilius)
loan words (excluding "heks"); 'x' normal until mid 18th century, then progress­
ively more words gained 'ks': 
radically in favour of rejecting 'x': Snoeijmes, Zeydelaar, Land, some
followers of Kollewijn, Rombouts, Verschueren,
V.W.S., Aksiegroep, Rapport, Eindvoorstellen. 
in favour of restricting 'x': Woordenlijst (some De Vries/Te Winkel words)
'ks' also found in unlettered in?iters such as De Ruyter, at an early date,
in favour of extending 'x': Dixi.
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Chapter 17; Double Consonants
medial double consonants: gemination
abnormal double consonants 
superfluous '-ck-, -kk-* 
double 'ff and double 'ss'
double consonants in verbs:'-dde, -tte' in imperfect tense
'-tt, (-tet)' in past participles and present tense 
(& ’-tt’ for enclitics)
’-dde' in past participles
final double consonants: double '~ff
double ’-ff, -11, -tt'
all final consonants doubled where appropriate 
differentiation by means of final double consonants
avoidance of double consonants.
This section deals not so much with the spelling of a particular consonant,
-
but rather with the phenomenon of double consonantso The use of double consonants ' j!; 
in modern Dutch is purely an orthographic expedient. This is not so for all i
languages, and even where it is the case usage differs: in German a double 
consonant indicates that the preceding vowel is short (cf. "den, denn"), and in ji; 
English it is basically the same (cf. "ape, happen). In some languages a 
doubly written consonant is used because the consonant in question is pronounced 
double - the so-called "geminates" - for example in Finnish and Italian (cf.
English "book-case"). In primitive Germanic the same situation obtained - for
various reasons not relevant here (e.g. assimilation) double consonants were 
pronounced double.
But this is not so with Modern Dutch (or for that matter English and German):
"is (na gedekte klinlcer) met de consonant het woord uit (als in b.v. 'kap'), dan 
valt het gehele foneera in dezeIfde zyllabe; maar als een vocaal volgt, verdeelt 
het zich over twee klankgroepen; als b.v. 'kappen' tegenover b.v. 'kapen', in 
welk laatste woord de 'p' alleen tot de tweede klankgroep behoort... De verdeling 
van de consonant over twee syllaben rechtvaardigt de spelliuig met twee letters" 
(Schonfeld). There is no difference in the /p/ of the examples given, and a
doubly spelt consonant is not pronounced double, except as "een middel om
intensiteit uit te drukken, b.v. ''t is schrikkelijk, ongelooflijk'", where it 
does not even have to be spelt double.
The singleness of the sound was realised by most grammarians from relatively 
early times, though some later writers failed to distinguish it from the sharing
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of the spelled geminate by split syllables, e.g. "heb-ben". Van Heule did
recognize this distinction: "Als in eenich woort, een dobbele Consonant komt, so
en behoeftmen maer een uyt te spreken, als 'Bedden, Zetten, Willen, Zeggen’,
behoort aldus gelezen te werden; ’Bed-en, Zet-en, Wil-en, Zeg-en', De dobbele
letters beduiden allenlic dat de consonant by de voorste silbe behoort, zo dat de
dobbele letteren de Wtsprake niet en bewaren. Deze verswijginge der letteren
kan ooc geschieden, als gelijke letters in verscheyde woorden volgen, als ’Ik kan
niet’, rnacli gezeyt worden met een K  en N uyt te laten, aldus ’Ik an'iet’ , alzo
ooc voor ’Tot dat het’ wort om de lichticheyt gezeyt ’Tot at^et’" (1633,p.149).
He does not even recognize geminates between adjacent words, as is true of for
example German "mi_y:eilen" and English "book-case" (cf."cupboard" with only one
/b/, no longer recognised as a compound word).
Another to realise the sing’darity of the sound in a vjritten geminate, and
one of the very few to suggest dropping one of the two (see below) was Plemp,
In this respect both Plemp and Van Heule showed a considerably better ear for
Dutch than some later grammarians, notably those written by foreigners. The
"Grammaire Hollandois" by Van der Pyl in 1316 teaches for double consonants that
"les Hollandois ... les prononcent toujours, comme dans les mots ’krabben, zwabbei"
and in 1353 Gambs in his "Hollandische Grarnmatik"("Ollendorff ’ s method") ijrote 
"bb horbar unterscheiden, b.v. ribben - i(i)b-ben
horbar unterscheiden, b.v. klapperen - klap-peren
ff horbar unterscheiden, b.v. effen - ef-fen
gg horbar unterscheiden, b.v. zeggen - seg-gen
kk hërbar unterscheiden, b.v. zakken - sak-ken
gch horbar unterscheiden, b.v, lagchen - lachchen
dd horbar unterscheiden, b.v. ridder - r(i)d-der".
The representation at the end of each example is the imitated pronunciation in
German terms, (i) indicates "das 'i’ das nach ’e’ hin lautet". Even though
Garabs and Van der Pyl may have had a wider readership, one is inclined to ascribe
a greater linguistic knowledge to Schonfeld (and Van Heule & Plemp). One case
where a truly double consonant probably did occur, at least for certain speakers.
W as t h e  i m p e r f e c t  t e n s e  of w e a k  v e r b s  e n d i n g  i n  ’ - d ’ or ’-t’, e . g .  " a c h t e d e ,
antwoordede", which simplified to ’-dde, -tte’ (see below).
The normal accepted use in Dutch is to preserve the closed syllable and keep
the preceding vowel short in polysyllabic words, and was already standard
practice in Middle Dutch though a few exceptions are known, e.g. "wille" for
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Vi "wijle". Conversely some Middle Dutch writers used a double consonant where 
unnecessary in this function, sometimes probably influenced by German spelling, 
e.g. "gestillt, serifft". Dut such anomalous usages are uncommon; the 1494 
(Deventer) edition of the Exercitium Puerorurn ^nields "cortten - brevio", and 
"capellaen, capittels" where the l/ftG edition (Antwerp) has "capelaen, capitals". 
These may indicate differing local usages, or they may indicate, in the last two 
examples, a difference of stress. The Ghent Boecius often uses the spelling 
"de oudde" (e.g. fol.3, col,2).
In the journals of De Ru^rter in the 17th century similar spellings still 
occur: e.g. "gehallt, stywe, bootter, keerren" (cf. conversely "begonen"). The 
occasional hypercorrect use of ’-tte, -dde’ in verbs may be connected with this 
lack of sureness in handling double consonants (see belovj), and De Ruyter shows 
many examples of this tendency. Coornhert’s Voorreden of the previous century 
uses "fautten, kortter", and it seems that the letter ’t’ is particularly prone 
to superfluous doubling (see below), for Huygens often uses such forms as "uytten, 
vercortten, hertten, worttel" (Worp 1,157-8). Internal doubles in Bredero’s work, 
such as "ydelle, wandellen", are attributed by Caron (Reductievocaal, p.18) to a 
stress on the preceding vowel, though this- is not a necessary implication, and 
does not explain his spelling "muyllen" (Weijnen p.12). Examples such as these 
are not widespread and never applied with any semblance of system.
They do however occur over a considerable period of time. In the earlier 
years of the 17th century Dafforne has "ghevoellens", in mid century De Witt uses 
"officierren" and Zoet has the occasional forms "ruirame, bedrooppen, verlooppen, 
schuitteboeven, roeppen" both in his works (p.33-6) and in Klioos Kraam (11,271, 
283); the 1714 edition of his works has a normalised spelling, though see ’-kk-’ 
below, Bogaard, also included in Klioos Kraam (l) has the hapax spelling 
"Engellandts". Zoet's "Zabynaja" includes the spellings "geheuggen, klaaggelikke".
Around the turn of the century Van Rusting uses similar superfluous double 
consonants in his Volgeestige Werken, e.g. "Tromppetten" (p.11). Although they 
are not very common in this work of his, they almost de rigeur in his ’bSchouwtoneel 
des Doods" (1707), where the following and many others can easily be found: 
"verdrietten, genietten, dierren, ophoopping, vrugtten, hiellen, smartten, nagtten".
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The motivation seems to be an extension of the rule which causes doubling in 
such as "bed - bedden", though even this hyoerapplication does not explain some 
of his forms, such as "geennerhande, tromppetten".
One relatively common anomalous usage, but with a fairly logical footing, is 
the use of ’-kk-’ after a long vowel. A large number of instances of this have 
been located, and they are far more common than the ’-pp-, -tt-’ etc. just 
described. The basis of this spelling is the older use of ’-ck-’ in such words 
as "maec" which, in inflexion, had ’k ’ inserted ("maecken") to prevent wrong 
pronunciation of the ’c ’ (see chap.2). Spellings of the sort "maecken, spreecken" 
are exceedingly common up to the mid 17th century. With the general replacement 
of ’ck’ by ’kk’ a number of users did not always simplify to the single ’-k-’, 
but changed directly from "maecken" to "maekken", although the latter does not 
have the same justification as the former. An identical situation arose for 
’-nek-, -rck-, -Ick-', giving '-nkk-, -rkk-, -Ikk-’ (see chap.2).
The main period of use of these ’-’-ik-’ spellings after a long vowel is from 
the 1 6 5 0 ’s (i.e. when ’kk’ began to taîce over frora ’ck’) to the early years of 
the next century. One of the very earliest references comes from Dafforne in 
1627: when discussing double letters in general he comments that "De Dude 
Schryvers (myns ghevoellens) hebben de dobbel Letteren met groote opmerkkingge 
ghesteldtl als zynde een wyze van stellinge die vol-kommelyk met een vol-luydigh 
uyt-spraak stemde, Doch ik zal meede een na-bootser z y n in ’t spellen van 
’Den-ken, Qwin-ghen, En-kel, El-ken, Men-ghen, Epren-kel, Wen-ken, Zin-ghen, 
Zul-ken’, (hot en ware hier, endMaer)". These occasional uses he refers to in 
the last phrase, apart from the unusually high number in the sentence itself 
(Dafforne often uses a spelling he discusses in the immediate vicinity of that 
section as if to impress it upon the reader - cf chap.8), include "erJckel, 
enlckele, winkle el, elkken, maakken" (p.21-35)' The hyphens are used in his 
examples because he is also discussing the syllable division of these words, 
though the ’-kk-’ spellings, on the rare occasions when they occur, are not 
restricted to such positions.
A very good example of the generation of this spelling is fiuniished by 
Hooft’s "Gedichten". The 1644 edition regularly uses the then contemporary
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’-ck-’ spelling in such as "vaecken, daecken" (p.301), which in the 1658 edition 
become "vaekken, daekken". The contemporary anthology Klioos Kraam (1656-7) has 
several examples of the same spelling; Zoet regularly uses them (smeekken, 
maakken, wiekken, adelriikke etc) as he a Iso did in his "Digtwerkken" of 1675, 
though the 171/,. edition, apart from the first few pages, changes them all to ’-k-’ 
His "Zabynaja" of 1643 also uses "teikkenen"; ’-kk-’ is much more commonly found 
in his works than the anomalous ’-rr-' etc. described above. Franciscus Martinus 
(Klioos Kraam 1,6) has a single example of "rijkken", and the Index to the 2nd 
volume has "onverlijldælijkken" for a poem of J.Lescailje's which in the text has 
"onvergelijckelijcken", though whose spelling it is is unclear since the editor 
(Rintjus) always spells ’- H i k e ’ himself.
The only grammar to recommend these forms (apart from Dafforne’s comment) is 
Hillenius in 1664: "If the last syllable of any Noune haue but one vowel, & end 
in 'o’, or ’k ’, the last letter doth double it selfe in the P fur all: as ’Ghelujc, 
Ghelukken, o, ,i*Iinnelik, minnelikken, plank, plankken’" (p. 19). He also gives the 
comparative adjectives "Rijk, rijkker" (p.29), and the inflected forms "welkke, 
welkker, mijn bouk, mijne boukken" (p.33). In all later editions the spelling 
was amended, though since the rule and the examples were left unaltered this did 
not contribute greatly to the logicality of the statement (cf. the similar 
phenomenon with ’-gt’ described in chapter 3).
In the next century Van Rusting’s "Schouwtoneel" of 1707 still regularly uses 
"boekken, zaakken, verzoekk'ik, blijkken", though he also uses other less easily 
justified doubles (see above). The solitary example "wijkken" occurs in the 
quotation given below from E.G.P., when discussing forms such as "antwoordde".
De Vin has such forms as "zoekken, eerlijkke, kloekke" in his "Gezalvde Christen" 
though apparently not in his grammar.
An interesting anomaly with ’-ck-’ from a much earlier time is in the usage 
of Lambrecht. He always uses ’-k-’ after long vowels, ’-ck-’ after short stressed 
vowels, but ’-ck-’ after ’ou’ ("boucken" etc.). Most of his contemporaries treat 
'ou’ as a long vowel.
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’-ck-’ spelling in such as "vaecken, daecken" (p.301), which in the 1653 edition 
become "vaekken, daekken". The contemporary anthology Klioos Kraam (1656-7) has 
several examples of the same spelling; Zoet regularly uses them (smeekken, 
maakken, wiekken, adelriikke etc) as he a Iso did in his "Digtwerkken" of 1675, 
though the 171/}. edition, apart from the first few pages, changes them all to ’-k-’ , 
His "Zabynaja" of 1643 also uses "teikkenen"; ’-kk-’ is much more commonly found 
in his works than the anomalous ’-rr-’ etc. described above, Franciscus Kartinus 
(Klioos Kraam 1,6) has a single example of "rijkken", and the Index to the 2nd 
volume has "onverlijkkelijkken" for a poem of J.Lescailje’s which in the text has 
"onvergelijckelijcken", though whose .spelling it is is unclear since the editor 
(Rintjus) always spells ’- H i k e ’ himself.
The only grammar to recommend these forms (apart from Dafforne’s comment) is 
Hillenius in 1664; "If the last syllable of any Noune haue but one vowel, & end 
in ’c ’, or ’k ’, the last letter doth double it selfe in the PLorall; as ’Ghelujk, 
Ghelukken, t., .Minnelik, minnelikken, plaiilc, plankken”’ (p. 19). He also gives the 
comparative adjectives "Rijk, rijkker" (p.29), and the inflected forms "welkke, 
welkker, mijn bouk, mijne boukken" (p.33). In all later editions the spelling 
was amended, though since the rule and the examples were left unaltered this did 
not contribute greatly to the logicality of the statement (cf. the similar 
phenomenon with ’-gt’ described in chapter 3).
In the next century Van Rusting’s "ochouwtoneel" of 1707 still regularly uses 
"boekken, zaakken, verzoekk^ik, blijkken", though he also uses other less easily 
justified doubles (see above). The solitary example "wijkken" occurs in the 
quotation given below from E.G.P., when discussing forms such as "antwoordde",
De Vin has such forms as "zoekken, eerlijkke, kloekke" in his "Gezalvde Christen" 
though apparently not in his grammar.
An interesting anomaly with ’-ck-’ from a much earlier time is in the usage 
of Lambrecht. He always uses ’-k-’ after long vowels, ’-ck-’ after short stressed 
vowels, but ’-ck-’ after ’ou’ ("boucken" etc.). Host of his contemporaries treat 
'ou’ as a lonv vowel.
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Double ’ff’ and double ’es’
A spelling which arose quite early, and unconnected with the usages described 
above, was the use of ’ff’ and ’sc’ to specify the unvoiced sounds /f/ aid /s/.
In the case of the latter the usage is found primarily before the definitive 
separation of ’s' and ’z’ (see chap.11), and the former is usually found where 
/f/ is not normally heal'd in Hutch, mostly after a long vowel (Dutch fricatives 
ai'o usually voiced after long vowels, unvoiced after stressed short vowels). De 
Heuiter alluded to this fact viion he wrote that "lange vocalen en Diphthongen 
,,, alle consonanten hun volgende, s chilien te verkraincken ... korte vocalen die 
zelve schinen te verstarcken" (p.47).
But there were 'till frequent uses of such spellings long after the 
functional difference between ’s’ and ’z’ were well established. Words which are 
commonly found thiis include "twijffelen" (Van der Schuere, Srnijters, Stevin,
Hooft, Winschooten, Moonen, Van Hoogstraten),"oeffenen" (Coornhert’s Voorreden, 
Duikerius, Van Haren, Van Borsselen, Chalmot), "differ" (Niervaert), "triomffe" 
(Kilian, Kilianus Auctus), less commonly "begraaffenis" (Moonens questions to 
Vondel), "sterffelljken" (Valcoogh, Duikerius), "Jouffvrouw" (Aerschot), 
"lieffelijk" (Van Borsselen, Luyken), "laeffenis" (Van Borsselen); the many 'ss' 
spellings include "keersse, kanssen, persse, herssens, oraassie, saussen, Prinssen, 
huysselicke" from the same writers and many others.
Sometimes ’ss’ is used with a similar function in the suffix normally spelt ’sch’ 
(see chap.13), e.g. "Engelsse, Grieksse’,' and similarly "vreesselijk" (De Heuiter), 
"Wyss" in Coornhert’s Voorreden may be influenced by German, though the doubling 
IB inappropriate here (="wijs, wijze"). Such spellings died out largely early in 
the loth century, though a few, notably "oeffenen, twijffelen" persisted much 
longer.
Opposition to these forms is found already in the resolutions of the Bible 
translators: "’Lieflick, loflick’, per unie urn ’f .  non ’lieffelick, loffelick’", 
though their main objection would appear to be the number of syllables - "placuit 
esse dissyllaba". More freedom was allowed in other words: "'Tuyschen, eyschen’ 
scribi possunt sine duplici 'ss' et cum eo". The doubling in ’-ssch-’ is not 
quite the same phenomenon, since the ’ch’ is often used to indicate that /s/ is
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heard, making a donbllng of the 'sn' with this function unnecessary (cf. "visch, 
vissc hen" c hap.1 3 ).
Several ;prammars attacked the '-ss-' and '-ff-' spellings, mostly in the 
later years of the 13th century when, as mentioned, they irere becoming less 
accepted. De Haes for example argues that "perseen" cannot be correct since the 
stem is "pers" not "perss" (a weak argument, since the same can be said of "vis, 
hob, had" etc.), and the Ilederduytsche Letterschik (ca.l775) says that "De 'f ' 
en de 's' v^orden vruchteloos verdobbeld in do volgende woorden: ' twgnffel, 
erffenis', enz. 'ysselyk, aessen, eysschen, perssen, kennisse (I)' enz., maer niet 
in 'meesteresse, abdisse', enz." (p.35). G.d.Holtrop and Bolhuis criticised 
"danssen" and "twijffelen" etc., and the nut grarmiar (1314) comments that 
"eisschen, aassem, braassem, oeffenen, twijffelen" ere as "ongorijmd" as "lagch, 
pogcht, huigchelen, juigcheii", with which De Bimpel agrees in common with most 
contemporaries. Behaegel (1.377) connects this usage with the still current 
Southern use of 's' for /z/, commenting that a correct use of 's' and ' z' would 
render the spellings "danssen" etc. unnecessary.
Even in 1324 Emits still thinks it worth repeating that "één 's' is onnut in 
'ejsschen, rujsschen, grenszen, bloessem'. Één 'f ' is overtollig in ' schujffelen, 
twijffel, oeffening'. Maar de 's' is grondletter in 'droes', dus ook in 
'droes-sem'". Siegenbeek does not discuss this spelling, but with the 
recommendation of De Vries and Te hinkel that one 's' or 'f ' was adequate this 
usage became the norm. An extension of this use of 'ss' for / s/ is put forward 
by Van Daele, with "ssieraed", and Van Daele and De Neckere both also used 'ss' 
in the suffix '-ssel' for the same reason (see chap.11).
Double consonants in verbs
The doubling of the 'd' or ' t' in the imperfect tense of wealc verbs is qui.te 
regular, and is included in the "productief procès" of verb formation described 
by Van den Berg in chapter 6 . The doubling arises through the stem of the verb 
ending in '-d' or '-t' receiving the regular imperfect ending '-de, -te', as in 
"antwoord + de, greet + te", giving "antwoordde, groette". Once this process is 
recognised these forms can be seen to be regularly formed, though phonetically
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one of the consonants is superfluous. This superfluity has caused a 
simplification of such spellings both on the part of v/riters who may have been 
unaware that consistency demanded a doubling, and on the part of those who were 
consciously attempting to simplify the spelling either in their own usage or in 
a plan for general spelling reform.
In Middle Dutch the usual forms were neither of those just mentioned, but 
rather such forms as "antwoordede, groetede", all adding the suffix >-de' to the 
stem + 'e'. Such forms continue for a long time into the modern Dutch period, 
and are still given by some loth century ({grammars. Hany of the latter were 
especially concerned about verbs such as "redden, zetten" where if the then normal 
'-ode, -tte' forms were used the present tense could not be distinguished from 
the imperfect, the more so since the longer forms of the present tense, e.g.
"ik schudde" were still current. This ambiguity led Hooft for one to advise 
against the use of these longer forms in the present tense (V/aernemingen,No.19).
For those who use the '-dede, -tede' forms there was no problem. They 
used the régulai' forms "reddede, zettede" in accordance with their general rule. 
This is true for example of Van Heule, and later in Beyer (p.lfl) who used the 
former's grammai' as his basis. Several grammars in the 13th century still 
recommend this form, e.g. the Sewel revision of La Grue, even though Sewel himself 
only used '-tte, -dde' in his oim works, as did the original La Grue grammar of 
1 6 0 /4.1 On page 211 Sewel gives "ik antwoordde ou antwordede, achtte ou achtede, 
...redde ou reddede". Even where '-dde, -tte' was used Sewel still considered 
that the consonant was pronounced double - he heard /dede/,/tede/ where he spelt 
'dde,tte'. It is arguable whether this is autosuggestion caused by the '-dede' 
and ntede' forms, or a spoken relic of a period when these forms were indeed 
pronounced in full. A contemporary user of such forms is Boomkamp, with 
"lustede" in his book on Allonaer (1741)*
Van Belle uses the '-dede' form only as an alternative for the second person 
plural: "Gy-lieden haatte, of, haattede" both in the indicative and in the 
subjunctive (1743 p.54-55)= Kramer gives alternative spellings (e.g. "ik 
bloedde (bloedede), ik boette (boetede)") for all such verbs, whereas the 
"Grammaire pour apprendre" of 1757 and Janson (e.g. in his English work p.209)
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give only the long forms "heetede, geschiedede, meidede, scheidede" etc.. 
Hasendonck, as late as 1 3 still gives "vluchtte, vluchtede;... achtte, achtede; 
groette, groetede". It may be significant that Janson, Hasendonck and the 
anonymous "Grammaire..." all came from the iGouth,
If the words of one grammarian are to be believed then some of these puristic 
longer forms underwent a renaissance towards the end of the loth century.
Schwiers wrote in 1799 that the normal form was "doode, bloedde" etc., except for 
verbs whose stem ended in '-d', which were "schuddede, gy schuddedet" etc.(these 
forms ai'G almost unpronounceable i) • He adds that "The above is an observation 
which should be attended to, since the best writers have of late made it their 
practice" (p.76). He is however probably only copying from Zeydelaar (see below) 
who was a great influence on him (see chaps.7 & 11). The vast majority of 
grarmnars from t he mid 17th century (e.g. the Bible translators, D.IO) onwards 
give only the '-dde, -tte' form and its justification, and this too is the most 
common form outside grammars.
Gome works do not conform to any contemporary pattern but use a system of 
their own. That Hooft should feel tempted (Waernermingen No.119) to write 
'"kostden'... want het staat voor ' kosteden'" is understandable. Similar lines of 
reasoning were followed by others though not always with equally acceptable 
results. Van der Linden regularly uses "agtde, gelustde, letde, slegtde, 
onderstutde", but will not accept the form "brandde" as used by Rabus: "Waar toe 
Neemt hy hier 'dd' ?" - it is, he claims, unnecessary, and also inconsistent since 
it would demand the spelling "verbroddde" for "verbroddede". He does not seem to 
realise that his oim '-tde' forms demand just the same forms. The form "belooftde" 
used by De Ruyter is really on a par with the spelling "noortder" rather than 
being an example of the '-tde' imperfect tense spelling (cf. chap.5 ).
The only other grammar to recommend '-tde' is E.G.P., who begins by voicing 
the standard ai'gument which he then takes to its logical conclusion: "Om de 
Werkwoorden 'Achten, antwoorden, leyden, zuchten, vluchten' enz van hun lamachtig 
Imperfeeturn, 'Achtede, antwoordede, leydede, zuchtede, vluchtede' te ontslaen, 
heeft men geradig gevonden 'achtte, antwoordde, leydde, zuchtte, vluchtte' enz 
te schrijven; maer wat raedt is ^er voor 'besetten, beletten, omvatten' enz?
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Want indien men 'besette, belette, omvatte' schrijft, zoo en wijkken die 
Imperfecta van 't Praesens niet genoeg afo My valt in dat men 'besetde, beletde, 
omvatde' zou mogen schrijven. Doch \m .t nu gedaen met 'redden’? Ik zou het met 
'redtde' inschikken"I
Zeydelaar, later in the century, had the same problem with "redden, zetten, 
spotten". He recommends the '-dde, -tte' spelling for normal verbs ("antwoordde" 
etc.), but "schuddede, reddede, spottede" (cf.Schwiers above) to distinguish the 
past tense from the present, since a past tense form "'ik schudde' zou gantsch 
niet good zijn". Unfortunately (from an aesbhetic point of view) he went one 
step further and declared that if these forms contained a syllable too many for 
use in poetry then a shortened form could be employed. This was not to be the 
ambiguous "zette" etc., but "zett'te, vatt'te, spatt'te", which are compromise 
forms since the apostrophe suggests that they are short for "zettede" etc., yet 
the 't' of "zette, achtte" is used.
A similar form to this occurs in Suits (p.108); "ik trachte, trachte-de, 
trachtte,... ik spitte, spittede, spittte". This may well be a misprint, since 
the verb "kladden" on the previous page has "kladdede, kladde". A form such as 
"spittte" would not however have been far removed from Zeydelaar's "spatt'te", 
nor from forms such as "hij vattt" suggested at a later date (see below). 
Bilderdijk's use of the spelling "ontaartde" is inspired by a desire to 
differentiate "aart/aard" from "aard/aarde" (cf.chap.5 & chap.IS).
In the middle of the 20th century a movement got under way to simplify all 
the spellings with '-dde, -tte' on the grounds that they caused confusion through 
containing a superfluous letter. How much evidence is there of such confusion in 
the past? Forms with a single '-t-' or '-d-' can be found very frequently in 
the l6 th and 17th century, e.g. "antwoorde" in Coornhert and Duikerius, "lichte" 
(from "liehten") in Jan de Witt's letters, "bekleede, plante" in Vondel, and a 
regular use of such forms in the first edition of Hooft's "Hendrik de Grote", 
which in later editions were "regularised" to '-dde, -tte'. does not seem to 
have used his '-tde' forms in practice. These writers therefore, or their 
printers, evidently felt no need to double the consonant here to avoid confusion 
of tenses.
Forms w i t h  s i n g l e  't' or 'd' a r e  i n  fact g i v e n  by Van H e u l e ;  Als m e n  i n  de
z  .
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derde Vervouginge der werk-woorden, van het woort der onbepaelde wijze, de 
laetste 'N* afneemt, ofte in de plaetse van de 'N' stelt 'De', zo heeftraen twee 
verscheydene woorden, die den onvolkomen tijt uyt-drucken, als 'Achten’, heeft in 
den onvolkomen tijt, 'Achte' en 'Actede'" (l633, p.35-6). This comment is also 
kept in Hexham and Beyer, who used Van Heule's grammar. Van Heule also recommends 
the parallel noun spelling: "(sommige woorden) hebben 'Te' als 'de sterkte, 
de grote'" (p.21). For this Hexham gives "de groote" but Beyer (p.120) uses the 
more orthodox form "de grootte". The note of the Bible translators mentioned 
above strongly suggests that they knew of such spellings with a single 'd' or 't':
"'Geschiedde, wendde, antwoordde, brandde, doodde', et similia imperfecta, in his jik 
'd' alterum addatur, pro nota imperfecti" (D.IO).
Reverse trends also occur, - i.e. the use of a doubled consonant where it was
not necessary and not demanded by rules of consistency. De Castelein's works 
include the line "Den soon, dien dese haerpe vuer haer officie vuudtte * was 
lesus Christus,,.". De Ruyter frequently writes such forms as "roeydde, seydden, 
oordynerdde, smacktten, maecktten, stoptte, claerdde". Even in the 13th century 
these same hypercorrect spellings occur. For example in the dedicatory poem 
"Op de Uytgave van de Kronyk van Egmond" in the work of that name by Eikelenberg:
" En in de uytspraak triomfeerdde,/Waarom men hem roemdde en eerdde,,.." etc., 
especially in rhyme words such as "erkendde/aanwendde, behoordde/bekoordde, 
hersteldde/kneldde" etc. The book appeared in 1732, and as this spelling appears
nowhere in the text itself it would seem to belong only to the writer of the
poem, who signs himself "AntiquitatisStudio".
Such forms do not occur frequently after this date, though "lachtte" is given 
as the imperfect of "lachen" by De Neckere (p.59). It is not unknown for a 
related hypercorrect doubling to be found in such words as "haattede" (Van Belle 
see above), "leiddede" (-Bilderdijk uses "afleiddede" in his "Merkwaardige 
Luchtreis" p.9). More modern examples are quoted by Gerlach Royen (Romantiek, 
pp.15,190,203): "(ze) overleidden het opzienbarende nieuws", "waarrond andere 
mannen de ronde strooschelven al hooger en hooger optastten", "of je je ver- 
gistte"(Scharten), and "breidde, zich vermeidde"(Coolen). The last two may be due 
to a hypercorrect restoration of an intervocalic '-d-' in the infinitives "breien,
516,
vermeien",
There seems thoi-e.Pore to be ample evidence that confusion did occur in the 
use of these spellings. This confusion, along with the fact that both forms 
sound the same, has been the main argument of those who plead for the 
simplification of this spelling.
This is not a purely modern movement. Its precursor is to be found in the 
13th century with Jan des Roches in 1761 (Van Heule, the century before, was not 
trying to reform the spelling when he gave "achte", since this was still in use). 
He felt such doubling to be totally unnecessary: "Daer is geschil over de Verba 
die uytgaen in 'den' en 'ten', Zeer geleerde oclir^ /^ers maeken aldus die 
Imperfecta: 'blinden, ik blindede; agten, ik agtede; zugten, ik zugtede', Andere 
verdubbelen alleen de consonans, 'ik blindde, ik agtte, ik zugtte'. De meeste 
(l), Vondel met de beste Schryvers aen hun hoofd, spellen aldus: 'ik agte, ik 
blinde, ik zugte'" (p.57)»
In support of this he mentions the comparable dual-purpose forms in Latin: 
"legit" (he reads, has read), and French: "je punis" (l punish, punished). The 
same could be said for such English verbs as "I cut, shut, let" etc., where the 
same form is used for present, imperfect and past participle, as also in the 
modern spelling of the Dutch verbs "zetten, redden" where the same form is used 
for present and imperfect, as mentioned earlier. Des Roches usually abided by 
contemporary usage in this respect, his dictionary for exanple giving "agtte".
De Simpel's reaction to this argument was that what happened in other languages 
proved nothing about Dutch; this is a valid criticism if Des Roches's argument is 
taken to extremes, but the latter's point is also valid in showing that claims 
that the differentiation of the tense forms was "essential" were exaggerations.
No more was heard of this reform suggestion until Van den Heuvel resurrected 
it in 1933, along with his "hij vind" suggestion (see chap.6):"Bij de vervoeging 
van het werkwoord vervallen de dubbele 'd' en 't' als vorm van de verleden tijd". 
As mentioned in other chapters, Wille made certain predictions about future 
radical trends, and included amongst these are the '-dde, -tte' forms: "is zoo 
regel der gelijkvormigheid - die veel te moeielijk is voor het volksonderwijs 




'dit' voor 'gt' ... en 'd' in plaats van 'dd',.."etc,. The proposais of Van den 
Neuve1 had no real chance to be heard as they were immediately drowned by the 
Marchant reforms of 1934. The rule given in the Woordenlijst of 1954 specifically 
reject any such spelling: "niet '(hij) prate' (verl.tijd), maar '(hij) praate', 
wegens 'ladite'...'(hij) baadde', wegens 'hoorde'",
Van der Velde, Rombouts (p.36), and the V.W.G, all plead for such a 
simplification, and for a similar modification in the abstract nouns "grootte/ 
grote, breedte/brete", as proposed by Van heule 300 years earlier, (Earlier texts 
also yield assimilated forms such as "wijtte", e.g. in Van Yk.) Rombouts points 
out that the absorption of the 't' of the ending '-te' into the '-t' of the stem 
is no more strange than the forms "dwaast, wijst, viest, boost" for "dwaas + st" 
etc. (p.39). This simplification/^assimilation would mean that "bij de 'd-' on 
' f-werkiTOorden de meervoudsvorraen van de verleden tijd samenvallen met die van 
de tegenwoordige tijd: 'wij melden U bij dezen, wij melden U de vorige week.,*', 
hoc lit iemand hiertegen beswaar hebben, dan zeggen we: al lang hebben we hetzelfde 
geval gehad met werkwoorden als 'wedden, redden, kladden, zetten, wetten, vatten, 
dutten'".
These arguments were accepted by the committee of the "Eindvoorstellen" and 
included in their proposals. This did not meet with universal approval: Van den 
Berg wrote that "Het spellingverscliil tussen 'prate' en 'praatte' en dat tussen 
'antwoorde' en 'antwoordde' beantwoordde aan een verschil in funetie en het 
verstrekte dus een zinvolle informatie aan het lezende oog dat zichtbare tekens 
interpreteert. Opheffing van dit spellingverschil is een irrationele daad".
This is fimdamentally the same argument as frequently put forward in earlier 
times for the retention of '-sch' in adjectives e.g. by Scharten (see chap.13), 
and also for the use of 'ee/e' and 'oo/o' (e.g. "kolen/koolen") by De Vries and 
Te Winkel; the defence of the '-tte, -dde' forms does have more validity than 
these latter however.
Paardekoper's view, as expressed at the annual meeting of the V.W.S. in 1965, 
is that "Wij willen één woordbeeld omdat er maar één klaiikbeeld is". Mulisch 
(p.49) opposed this change, as did Kruyskamp; "Hoe wil je kinderen het volgende 
laten begrijpen: we kennen de vervoegingen 'maken - hij maakte' on 'praten -
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hij praatte'. Volgens da nieuwe spelling zou dit laatste werkwoordsvorm worden 
'hij prate'. Zo'n woord geeft toch een heel scheef beeld tegenover die 
vervoeging van 'maken'" (Algemeen Dagblad 15.1.72). Conversely the examples of 
children's spelling given by Van der Velde and by Rombouts show that young 
children especially care little for such regularity, and prefer to write the 
phonetic forms with a single 't' or 'd'.
A phenomenon in many ways similar to the development from '-dede' to '-dde' 
is seen in the present tense and in the past participle of some verbs. In both 
of these - the present tense being in the third person singular - a verbal ending 
'-et' is added to a stem ending in '-d' or '-t'. Thus for example Revius uses 
"opgerechtet". When such forms were simplified - the '-et' merging with the 
final 't' or 'd' of the stem, the spelling was normally also simplified to 
't' (later '-dt' for '-d' stem verbs, see chap.6). Some writers however, 
possibly drawing on the analogy with the '-dde, -tte' forms mentioned above, 
merely dropped the vowel, leaving a double final '-tt', Obreen and Van Loey 
record such forms as "heett, laett, ett, dorstt" in Middle Dutch, De Castelein 
uses the participle "ghedichtt", Lambrecht uses "laatt, moett, Gheprentt te 
Ghend (title page), geprentte boeken (cf. below)" etc.; the Ghent Boecius has a 
similar spelling "gheprendt" with a hypercorrect '-d' in its collophon. Lucas 
d'Heere has such lines as: "End' ic en can niet ghedueren God weett./ Ghy hebt 
noch eenen vryer die hem vermeett". Van Beaumont rhymes "onbelett/ ick sett"
(see below: final doubles). In the 17th century De Hubert uses such past 
participles consistently within his system: "gelett"; and Huygens too uses such 
as "gesett, gepraett". Revius usually has the '-et' forms, but occasionally 
has past tense forms such as "hiett". These spellings also form a direct 
parallel with the treatment of enclitic pronouns and articles: De Castelein 
often uses such forms as "datt (dat + (h)et), alzoodt (alzoo dat), dadt (dat 
+ dat?)", and Lambrecht also has "datt, diett (= die dat?)'.'
These spellings are rarely seen after the early years of the 17th century, 
and by the mid 18th century Van Belle was able to use "gy bett" as a purely 
hypothetical form to illustrate the ridiculousness of the "gy redt" spelling 
(see chap.6),
Amongst later reform movements and suggestions it has sometimes occurred
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to the logical instinctc of the reformer that such forms are demanded by the 
productive processes of verb formation in Dutch. Land (1370) argued that since 
"redt” was consistent with the rules (stern + t) the past tense of liebben might I
be argued to be "hij hatt" instead of "hij hat". In 1912 one of the more ;
radical suggestions surrounding the Kollewijn movement came from fchumann, who 
described a strong analogy-based verbal spelling: just as "zingen, ik zing, hij 
zihgt; ik ]eer, hij leert" etc. are formed, so too should one use "vallen, ik ^'
yall, hij vallt; vatten, ik vatt, hij vattt" (sic). Even in 1954 the j:
li''
Woordenlijst felt obliged to make the position clear:"In een zelfde lettergreep 
wordt een medeklinker niet verdubbeld: 'hij praat; vermoord (verl.deelw.), 
gedood; gezot'; enz. (ondanks: 'hij zingt; gehoord, getapt')". Several years 
later Paardekoper (Eyntaxis 3.5 '• 20.4.2.3) was still to ask: "Hoe kornt het 
irmners dat niemsnd voorstelt om ...'hij laàtt' (te gaan spellen) omdat we toch 
0 0 k 'hij laadt' spellen? Kennelijk omdat we van zulke analogie-gevoelens niet 
de linste last hebben". Like Van Belle he uses these forms to show that "hij 
laadt, vindt" have a superfluous letter.
Although the use of final doubles in such as "gehaatt" died out quite early, 
the use of double consonants in the inflected forms "gehaatte, gheprentte" 
continued in use for much longer, presumably under the influence of the very 
similar imperfect tense forms of the same verbs. Indeed the rule which 
prescribes the use of double 'dd' and 'tt' in the imperfect should, if 
consistency is required, also demand this doubling in the participle, at least 
in the inflected forms. These have however usually been rejected by grammars 
since they imply a non-inflected form ending in '-tt' which would break a 
fundamental spelling rule. This argument is totally invalid, since "gehaatt” is 
no more implied by "gehaatte" than "hebb" is by "hebben".
Examples are hard to come by as the usage was not very common, but even 
eminent wi t e r s  such as Koonen have forms such as "nieugesmeedde" (p.33). Though 
uncommon this system must have been in continued use; the Mut grammar of IdII. 
still feels it necessary to reject them: "eindelijk verdienen ook zij geenen 
navolging, die in deelwoordon, op 'd' en 't' eindigeiide, die letter bij 
verbuiging verdubbelen, en dus 'gehaatte' van 'haten', 'gemeldde' van 'melden'
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in plants van 'rebate, gy me Id o' schrijven; welke laatste schrijfwij ze aaii de
! i:l
uitnpraa.'k volkomeii voldoet, on door het algemeen gebruik van vroegeren en 
lateren tijcl gewettigd is”. Tvro points emerge from this; firstly the forms 
"verdienen ... geenen navol.ging” - they were therefore common enough to merit 
mention, secondly the forms "aaii do uitspraak volkomen voidoe(n)" with a single 
't, d' - the same could be said of "hate, melde" etc. as imperfect tense forms 
instead of "haatte, mcldde" defended by the same grammar. Behaegel has a |
similar comment, condemning such forms as "gekomDDe, gekochTTe, gezocliTTe"(1.451)• 
Even the Woordenlijst of 1954 felt a need to note that ” 'd' en 't' warden 
niet verdubbeld in verborgen vorrnen van verleden deelwoorden bij werkwoordstarmmen 
op 'd' on 't', mits goen gedekte klinker voorafgaat; 'het vermoorde kind, de 
gchate vijand'" (p.xliii, opm.7). And it would seem that such a warning was 
still necessary, for instances of these spellings with doubled 'dd' and ’tt' 
can be found even in recent times, uorlach Royen (Romantiek,pp.15,190,203,216) 
records the following examples: "groen-gewaadde, ontmoette, vergoodde” (.3c han't en), 
"briiinbesprootte" (Coolon), and especially Van Deyssel who "verdubbelt ... bij 
deelwoorden geregeld de slot '-d' en '-t'. Ilij zal schrijven: 'toegewijdde 
leerlingon, hot uitgebrcidde stadsdeel, de uitgevastte wolven, het genestte 
stroo,... doorvoedde schouderenbulting"'. In these the influence of the 
imperfect tense "ontmoette, vergoodde, doorvoedde" is clearly seen.
Double consonants at the end of a syllable/ word
Almost as widespread as the use of double 'ff within a word, as described 
above for "oeffcnen" etc., is the use of double 'ff at the e nd. The two 
phenomena are probably unrelated, since the latter is possibly due to influence 
from German. Final '-ff is not common after the mid 17th century, whereas 
medial '-ff-' was still very common in the 13th century (see above).
The use of '-ff begins already in Middle Dutch, and becomes quite common 
in the l6th and early 17th century, A l6th centurj^ "refrein” contains the 
illustrative line "U lieffde, lieff, hceft my wt lieffden genesen" (quoted by 
Van Vrieslaiid in "Spie^ van de nederlandse poezie”,I 105). Very few works 
apply this spelling consistently, though a great many contain occasional 
examples (probably type-setters' forms). For example Sexagius has the single
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"gcoff'' ^Gx), Plantijn ''i.en dorff rüjr niot dancken'', Spiegol “off, lofi, noeff" ;
' f;
in liis "ïiartspiGgel" ,and in the Twe-spraack "wyff, ghaff, off, schreeff ", Van •
Beaumont "off", Van Danton a more regular "off, dieif, k'looff" (first editions ; i; 
only), Gamphuysen "loff, aff", Van der Venue's motto "Menigh fraey is lieff/ xlls ■ 
hot brengt gerieff". Dc Ruyter, Croon, barleus. Van Griethuisen, Van Haestrecht 
(the latter two in Klioos Kraam II), Lodensteyn, and Hilarides all use double
final, '-ff to a greater or lesser extent (for Hilarides cf. chan,7). Hiervaert i j
: 1
gives "fa, aff" as syllables containing ' f ' in 1676, where the 1743 edition has j, |l
"fa, a.C". As late as 1775 Stalling sue lis "verblijff, braaff" in one of his ■ (' I
letters. Aluit felt that this spelling arose "ten bewijze der meerdere hardheid Mr
van de stuitlctter,... scliryvende 'wijff, aff, h o f f "; this is an unsatisfactory /X
explanation unless he knew of a tendency to confuse the letters 'f  and 'v', ' :
and even this use would be unnecessary in final position where /v/ is never hoard. ;
Whereas many inriters used this double final '-ff spelling a subset exists
which is comparatively minor; those used not only final '-ff but also final 
'-11' and '-tt'. This usage is possibly related to such examples as "gestillt" 
mentioned above and likewise probably stems from German tradition. Yet these 
users ai-e distinct from tho " ' -ff only" group mentioned above, if only because 
so many writers restricted themselves to doubling the '-ff and left final '-1,
-t' single.
Just how widespread this practice was is hard to ascertain, but certainly in 
I5SI it was common enough for De Heuiter to warn; "Waht u int leste der woorden, 
eindende in consonant die solve te verdoubbelen, also som sonder reden doun 
schrivende: 'will, still, geschill, prill; matt, platt, vatt, datt, aff, gaff, 
laff en meer dezer gelijc daer no ht ans een 'l,f , en ' t', genouh zijn" (p.36),
N.b. he only gives examples with '-11, -tt, -ff (cf below). One writer who 
Used this spelling before De Heuiter was Coornhert in his "Voorreden" of 1563, 
e.g. "(de blinden) en helpt keersse noch brill. Ende all ist dat de blinde..."
(p.10),"off"(p,9), "sail" (p.18) and many others (mostly around p.10). Of 
doubtful motivation is the single spelling "ick sett" in Van Beaumont, - is it 
just a '-tt' spelling as mentioned by De Heuiter, or is it by analogy with 
"setten" (see below), or is it for visual rhyme with the participle "onbelett"?
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Tlio pirated edition of Roerner Vioscher's "Lof vande Mut se" in 1 6 1 2  
(published "sonder (d)iens hennisse ende weete") has many of these spellings; 
the title page reads "T^LOIT VAHDE : V'TiE", and in the text such examples as 
"off, dooff, aff, lieff, wijff, lijff, sail, will" abound (e.g. p.23); '-ff 
is more common than however. The authorised version of 1 6 1 4  has ' - f ,  -1'.
The Bible translators reject "bevell" (see below), but put forward "'glatf, 
quod multi in 'd' mutant in 'gladdicheyt'", and "satt" - "videtun tamen etiam 
'sadf scribi posse (...for "'saf a 'sat zijn'") discriminis causa, at quod 
'versadigen' habeat 'd'. 'Satt' commode imperfeeturn est a 'sitten'". This does 
not seem to apply generally to the spelling system, just to these words. They 
further reject the internal doubling in "ellende" and "kommen", but here 
presumably for pronunciation reasons. What is sometimes referred to as a 
rejection by the translators of the spelling "lamra" (Misc.1 3 3 )  may in fact be 
merely a convient that the plural occurs "per duplicationem litterae" - vis 
"lammeren".
Outside the field of literature, but still amongst educated I'/riters, the 
doubled final '-11, -ff, -tt' are consistently used by De Witt in his letters 
(and in his name 1); "elff, off, aff, halff, looff; toevall, nootvall; opbott, 
besett, gatt" and even "tott" (1). Literary users include Anna van Schurman - 
"Godes Wett", and Hilarides. An interesting feature of this system present in 
both De Witt and Hilarides is the dropping of one of the double letters when in 
combination with another word, e.g. De Witt's "tott, totdat" and Hilarides's 
"off, ofse"; De Witt also spells "affpeylinge, lieffhebben" and the distinction 
seems arbitrary. A very similar situation obtained with final '-ck' (chap.2).
The final contemporary comment from grammars on this subject comes from Van der 
Weyden, who claims that "'druck, ick, Icruck, luck' &c immers alzo qualik 
geschreven wordt als 'hoff, schooff, staff, wall, well, will, datt, ditt, lott, 
sott'"; note that he, like De Heuiter, only mentions examples with '-ff,-11,-tt'.
The spelling with final '-ff, -11, -tt' died out in common use earlier than 
the "'-ff only" system (ca.l650), but for both the origin seems equally obscure. 
Usually attributed to German influence, this does not explain why it is 
restricted to '-tt, -11, - f f  (see below for other final doubles where German 
influence is certainly present). Nor can the usage be explained by recourse to
i
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gelijlorormigheicl, - thin would explain "sett, sail, will" from "setten, sullen, 
willen" etc., but cannot explain "looff - loven, gaff - gaven" or "tott", and 
certainly not the most comraon words with final '-ff* "aff, off". It may be true 
in a few cases that a certain writer originally used the geli j kvormi gheid double 
consonant system described below, and then, forgetting its motivation, extended 
the usage to all final doubles, but again this does not eDcplain why it is 
restricted for so many writers to the letters '-ff, -11, -tt*.
One possible influence, not usually mooted, is that of the handi^/riting style 
and the written forms of these words: it is particularly striking that 'f , 1, t' 
are all letters whose main feature is a single vertical stroke without maj or 
embellishments (cf. 'b, d, h'). The other similar letter, tho long 's' (see 
chap.12) did not occur at the end of a word and so could not be doubled there.
It is DO8sible therefore that a single vertical stroke at the end of a written 
word was aesthetically unpleasing for a large number of writers, and was 
consequently doubled in order to give more "body" to the visual image of the 
word. Some supoort for this comes from modern English orthography where the only 
consonants to be frequently doubled in final position are 'f, 1, s' (not 't'); 
doubling in such as "ebb, egg, add, inn, err, putt, jazz'j is unusual. The 
deviation here of English using '-ss' but not '-tt' is possibly due to different 
calligraphic habits (in earüfer times it was spelt in English '-/s', which can 
not be counted as a final doubling - cf. final '-ck'), or may be due to the 
forms being felt contractions from '-esse'. Such a recourse to aesthetics would 
not only explain why the majority of vertical letters were doubled by these 
Dutch vnriters, but a Iso why the non-vertical letters such as 'g, n, m' were 
not doubled by them. This is comparable to the frequency of anomalous internal 
doublings of 'll,tt' as compared to other letters (e.g. in Huygens, Bredero, - 
see above).
One spelling system which is certainly inspired by German usage is that 
used by a handfull of grammars, and a few writers, who doubled all final 
consonants where gelijkvormigheid demanded it. Although a few examples are 
known in Middle Dutch ("gestillt, scrifft" etc, see above), the usage was not 
apparently known to Van der Schuere in 1612 when he w o t e  that "Het en ware
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yemand roltefdo ’staff, schooff endo diergeltjke, ook net 'f f  te schryven, 
daer in de Iloor-duydschen met him ’nn’ en 'tt' na-bootzende" (p.23) - had he 
known such a usage In Dutch he would surely have mentioned it (n.b. "het en ware" 
in the subjunctive),
There are in fact only two grammars recommending this system - De Hubert and 
Leunenius, though H ontanus was also attracted by its regularity. The first of 
these, De Hubert, shows various similarities with contemporary German (cf. chap. 
].].), so that it is probable that he had his inspiration there. Having explained 
(line 201ff) that he writes "'gebragt* met een 't'...om dat men seiit 'gebragte'", 
he proceeds to suggest that "de bijvougelicke Naamen ofte Bijnaamen worden 
insgeliiks gespeld uiit haar gevolg, so spell'’ ik 'vol]., mall, satt*, met dubbele 
metklinkers: want ' e' darr bijvougende, vinde ik in de Bij-naamen het meervoud, 
'voile, malle, satte', daar ik anders schriivende 'vol, mal, sat', soude vinden, 
'vole, male, sate', so schriif ik 'straff want men seijd in 'tmeervoud 'straffe', 
'gaaf, met een’ enkele 'f , want men seijt 'gaave'". The same system is applied 
to verbs (line 222ff); "De Woorden selfs die men Werkwoorden ende Lijd-woorden 
noemt, die worden so seer niet gespeld naar haare oorspronkelickheiid, gemerkt 
de solve meest al grond-woorden siin, als wel uiit het gevolg, 'Ik beminne' of te 
'ik bemimi' met twee 'nn', 'Ik late', of te ' ik laat', want de letter 'n', 
gevougd bii de klinkers, ofte de zilbe 'en' bii de met-klinkers, vindmen niet 
alleen het meervoud, 'Wii beminnen, Wii laten ofte laaten': maar ook de 
oneiindelicke wiise des tegenwoordigen tiids, 'Beminnen, In ten, laaten'". With 
the same system in nouns his usage includes many examples such as "gelett, nutt, 
eijgenschapp, gevall," etc. (the paradigrn of "man" on p.3 has only one '-n').
De Hubert was certainly widely respected, but if he had many followers of 
his system seems doubtful. Hermkens (p.20) feels that "De invloed van De Hubert 
is vrij groot geweest: hij maakte deel uit van de letterkundige vergadering, die 
ook door Vondel en Hooft bezocht werd. Zijn systeem had een goede leans omdat 
het weldoordacht was".
Whether in reaction to its common use, or out of fear of its becoming used, 
Ampzing is very critical of De Hubert's system four years later, although he 
does not mention him by name: "De verdobbelinge der me-klinkeren op het e^mde
I
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dos eenvoudf::, naer de doogduvtsche maniera, om het meervoud a an te uijsen, 
met ber-waringhe van den drue h, in vreemder gestalte, en soude ik tegenwoordig 
niet konnen priisen; also wy die letter geenzins en konnen uyt spreken, ende ook
net weynige regelen in 't gevolg wel kan versien worden, Meynd dan noch yemand
den vreemdelingen daer nede te konnen dieiien, dat mag ik seer gaerne lijden, 
ende kan hem sulkx heel wel ten goeden houden. Kaer de enkele gevolg letter des 
meervouds, op 't eynde des eenvouds, achte ik geheel noodzakelijk, ende en kan 
niet sien, hoemen anders kan oordelen, als wy de reden plaetze geven", The 
phrase "om het meervoud aan te wij sen" does not mean that he knew of a use of 
final dould.es in the plural, but that these doubles in the singular indicate
that the consonant is doubled in the plural form.
In 1 6 3 5  the supremely analytical mind of Montanus felt very strongly drawn 
by the logical argument behind the double consonant spelling, though he is 
inclined to respect "gebruik" more than De Hubert does: "Ic (heb) in’t 
stofmerken (= "spellen") van dit boec nae de eigenheit getracht: en daer ic, 
om te schouwen al te grooten ongewoonheit, en andere inzichten, oneigenheit 
pleech: heb ic zulx oover al op een eenpaerigen voet gedaen, al ist dikwils 
ongewooneliic. By Voorbeelt, oneigentlijc sclirijf ic 'ver, val, man, stam, 
roch, V O S ,  mof, plat, tap’; voor ’verr, vail, mann, stamm, rochch, voss, moff, 
platt, tapp’". Later on (p.97) he gives the same rule as De Hubert: "den aert 
van onze verlenging is, dat het verlengde van het verlengsel geen letter en 
ontfangt, maar wel een meedeelt" - i.e. the suffix cannot add any letter other 
than its own to the basic word: the suffix ’-en’ cannot add an ’f’ to "hef" to
give "heffen", so the two ’ff's must be part of the s tern. He too draws a
parallel wdth contemporary English and German. This theory is slightly unusual 
for Montanas since on the whole he avoids geli j kvorm igheid spellings, of which
this rule is one (cf. his use of ’-t’ chap.5).
One of the few contemporary literary figures to adopt this spelling was 
Huygens, though he also tends to use it mixed up with the anomalous doublings 
described above, which are not covered by this gelijlcvormigheid rule. Thus he 
spells "webl', gladd, somm, will, voll, sopp, witt, boss, gewerr, natt, 'Ik schatt" 
etc., and even "gelacch" in a poem to Tesselschade Visscher; all of these are jj
justifiable by De Hubert's rule. Hot so are his other spellings mentioned b
1‘Ü!
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earlLor ("off, looff, werff, ochreeff, tuyfb, verwijtt; iiytten, worttel, 
bestortton" and 'ilg almost ntandard spelling "hertte",etc.). Up to ca. 1621 
]:nygcno on^y dooblod final ’-ff, -11’ and (rarely) ’-tt’; from about 3.622 he 
also doubled other letters, e.g. ’’lipp" in "Aan de loffrouwen Anna ende 
Tesseleohade Vischers", and ’’runn" in Psalm 119, Since these date from before 
the puiili.cation of De Hubert bhey are unlikely to be directly influenced by him, 
though they anay cert-' inly have been encouraged by the support he gave them.
De Ruyter occasionally uses "gehallt, hebb" (= "ebbe"), though his irregularity 
is such that they cannot be taken to imply any great acquaintance with, the 
system of De Hubert and Huygens.
In 1653 came an even more rigorous defence of this system than that put 
forward, by De Hubert, Leupenius had already used doubled consonants in a . 
prévins wor!', e.g. "nutt, off" in "De Geessel der Send en" of 1651, but now he 
put his thoughts down in his "Aenmerkingen", in a manner more far-reaching than 
his predecessor. Whereas De Hubert usually spells a single consonant when not 
in final position e.g. "gestelt, gespeld" (though not always as Caron (p.xiii) || 
claims, cf. "spoilt" in lines 171, 173), Leupenius consistently keeps the 
double in all derivatives: "Om wel te spellen of de bevattselen (="syllables") 
recht te maaken, moet men voor eerst sorgvuldiglyk acht neemen op de 
wortelletteren om de solve in de veranderinge van het woord, soo veel mogelyk is, 
te behouden. Dat moet ook plaatse hebben in die woorden daar twee rneedeklinkers 
in den wortel te saamen komen, die moet men in de buiginge ook behouden, 
alhoewel een van de selve 1er acht genoeug hadde, soo moet men sclir yven 
’gesellschapp’, en niet ’geseisehapp’, om dat syn wortel is ’gesellen’ niet 
’geselen’. ’Ey stellt’, niet ’hy stelt’, om dat men in den wortel segt, niet 
’ik stele’, maar ’ik stelle’"; similarly "gestelld, bevattsel, gedrukkt" etc..
The only time he will accept the dropping of a consonant is in compound words:
" ’ altyd’ voor ’alle tyd’, ’ somtyd’ voor ’ somrniger tyd’ ", though this does not 
apply to derivatives (cf. "gesellschapp" above).
Whereas Leupenius did have some influence with his double vowel spelling
(as seen in his arguments with Vondel), he had. very little indeed with his
double consonant system. The only contemporary user located i.à Hendrik Rintjus 
the editor of the poetry anthology "Klioos Kraam" (1656-57)» In his
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introductions to the two volumes he consistently spells "gedrukkt, strekkt, 
gezelschapp, ik drukkze, voll, topp, truurspell, stel3.de, oogwitt, geproppt, 
verr,godinn, bett, oigendornm, gegunnd, hunn, zullt, legg" etc., and even 
"minnste". He uses exactly the same system in his own poems in the first volume, 
and in his later work "Do Morgenstond". There are occasional other examples in 
Klioos Kraam: one poem by Zoet is entitled "Aan à  jne Keurvorstlilck 
Doorluchtigheid.o." (II,27), Zweerds's poems include "bannt, porrt" (II,90, 126 - 
his "Gedichten" 1697 have "port"), brune has "hebb, hadd, will" (11,207-223), and 
Jonctijs has "sijnn, Portugall, vatt, vlamin, hadd, gotall, all, barr-aardig" 
(1,193-4)“ Of these only Jonctijs has this as a consistent spelling.
A contemporary and compatriot of Rintjus (both were Frisians) was the 
occasional poet Sibranda, who uses such forms as "trill, cchikk, hebbt, besitt, 
pitt", which raises the question of ijhether the adherence to this system was a 
Frisian phenomenon at this time. In what way Van der Weyden's claim that a 
doubled letter is used as a sign of the plural in the nouns "kann, Jann, tiin 
mann" (p.33) may be influenced by this almost contemporary usage is not clear, 
but the comment may be caused by a misunderstanding of Ampzing's statement given 
above, taken together with the use of the singular noun in the phrases he 
mentions.
However, such far-reaching application of the gelijkvormigheid theory was 
not seen in later times, although Smits (1324) still felt it necessary to say 
that "men éjndigt géne lettergreep met twee dezelvde neven één staande 
medeklinlcers; diensvolgens sclirijve men bij afkapping der doffe 'e': 'ik klad, 
tref, trof, spot, visch' maar niet: 'ik kladd, troff' enz," (p.Sl),
It is possible that more such spellings did occur from time to time in the 
period between Leupenius and Smits, under German influence, since Sewel's revision 
of La Grue comments that "il y en a qui veulent retenir les deuzc Consonnes, & 
qui prétendent qu'on doit écrire, 'ik beminn, ik lcrabb, ik ontsnap (sic,= '-pp'), 
ik bekemi, ik verdikk'" (1723 p.133, 1762 p.192). It is not necessarily 
signifiecUit that the new editor in the 1762 edition chose not to leave the comment 
out, and it does not imply a contemporary usage.
It was noted in chapter 2 that this work by Sewel/La Grue was the source of 
Cuno's grammar written in German in 1741' But in his translating of this
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paragraph a very serious error occurred. What possibly happened is that the 
type setter thought that Cuno had inadvertently used German spellings for Dutch 
words, and proceeded to "correct" them. The result is a remarkable and startling 
non sequitur; "diehts desto weniger wollen einige die beyde consonantes bey 
behalten, und halten es vor keinen Fehler, class man schreibe, 'ik bemin, ik krab, 
ik ontsnap, ik beken, ik verdik’" (p.224) I This is not the only occasion on 
which Cuno mal:es a serious error by translating over-literally. Probably the 
worst example Is on the pronunciation of the Dutch ' j '. -Sewel rightly points out 
to his French audience that "l.’J consonne ne se prononce pas comme l’j François, 
mais plutôt approchant de l'i voyelle", Cuno translates this into an extremely 
confusing statement for his German readers: "Das j consonans wird nicht wie das 
Teutsche j consonans ausgesprochen, sondern es nimt vielmehr den Thon als das 
i vocal" I
To just a few grammarians it occurred that stress might be connected with 
these final double consonants. Montanus for example (p.97) gives as additional 
justification for this spelling the pairs "ic %/err/Brouwer, ic bell/ brobbel, 
ic kenn/reeken", and decides that the first of each pair has a stronger consonant 
(he does not mention stress or vow/el accentuation), .Such pairs are a natural 
consequence of the De Hubert system, since an unstressed final syllable '-el, 
en, -er' will not double the consonant in inflexion; this cannot however be used 
as a ’justification of the system,
A recurrence of this notion appears in Beyer: "Alle de woorden die op het 
einde lang moeten uitgebragt worden, behoorden wel door d'eene of d'andere 
by-gevoegde letter van de korte onderscheiden te worden; Ick zoude dan 'borstel' 
schrijven, om dat de laetste letter-greep kort is; maer 'mostell', om dat deze 
lang is" (p.102). Unlike most of Beyer's comments this does not seem to be 
taken from Van Heule. There may also be a connexion here %-jith the example 
"bevell" mooted by the Bible translators: "'Bevell' an 'bevel', quod u,sitat, a 
'Bevelen', et sic plur." - the decision %vas in favour of "bevel" (Privatim 
Observata, 291, Ed.Zwaan).
One unusual use for double consonants is that recommended by Van Heule in 
1633. He appears troubled by the fact that the dative singular and plural and 
the accusative singular of the masculine definite article are all "den", and is
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interested by the way that "De Hoogduytsen zeggen 'Dem' in het derde geval".
His solution is is to suggest that "Wy stellen in het Meervoud 'Denn* met sen 
dobbele 'N', om 'Den' in het Eenvoud, van 'Demi' des Heervouds te onderscheyden. 
Hier in de Grieken naer-volgende, weIke tot onderscheydinge der gevallen een 
IOTA Gljj.oCRIPTA gebruykon... tot meer der onderscheyt der buygingen", "Denn" is 
also used as the dative plural of feminine and neuter articles.
He introduces a similar distinction for the æibigu.ous article "der" ; "De 
woorden des Vrouwelicken geslachts, en worden in het buygen by na niet verandert, 
ende de meeste veranderinge geschiet in de Ledekens, als voleht: 'De Wet,
Der wet, Derr of De wet'... Hier stellen w f 'Derr' of 'De' in het derde Geval, 
volgens het lof-weirdich gebruyc der oude tijden, is mede by de Hoochduytschen 
gebruykelic, ende wort in deze Tael-spreuken gebruykt: als 'Hy is derr zaJze 
toegedaen. Op dat ik derr waerheyt getuygenisse gave, lohan IS, ende Rom.6 , Wy 
si in derr wet gestorven'"; in the last example he has mistakenly taken "derr 
wet" from his paradigms instead of "derr zonde" of the original. His reference 
to former usage is probably to the Middle Dutch form "derre", but the extension 
to "Denn" is his own invention, since there is no comparable form "demie" for 
him to model on. The most lilæly course of events was that in his search for a 
means of distinguishing the various functions, inspired by German, he came 
across Middle Dutch "derre" in the given examples, and by analogy invented "denn", 
On p.49 he still uses the orthodox forms: "Het ledeken 'De' des Vrouwelicken 
geslachts, %;ordt aldus gebogen: 'De, Der, Der of De, De'". This means of 
differentiation so attracted him that he made analogical changes to the inflexion 
of pronouns: "Heurr, Oiizemi, onzerr, Dierr, Dienn, Allemi" (p.73-79).
Two of the grammars which copied their ideas from Van Heule reflect these 
spellings. The grammar included at the end of Hexham's dictionary has the same 
forms, and the work is for the most part a word for word translation of sections 
of Van Heule's 1633 edition. Hexhan even took over Van Heule's errors (cf. chap. 
5): "Wy zijn derr wot gestorven, we are dead to the Iawe. Rom.6", In the 
revised edition by Daniel îîanly (lo7%), all such spellings are normalised to 
"der, den" etc.. The other grammar, that of Beyer, though not a translation, is 
comprehensively based on Van Heule, likewise gives the same examples: "derr, 
dienn, heurr, onzerr, onzenii, allenn" (p. 126-135).
liifluGnco from Van Heule is also probably the cause of Richardson's comment 
iu 1677: "Hem.-r ... Note...that the 'r ' is doubled at t he end of ' heur ' in the 
PI;irai number to distinguish it from 'heiu' in the singular"; he does not 
mention any of the other Van Heule spellings. (Hillenius's work, also heavily 
influenced by Van Heule, does not mention them.) This plan of Van Heule's for 
differentiation of the cases, like Hooft's for differentiating "hum/hem" in the 
same %-m,y as "hun/hen", the Bible translators "sadt/satt" (see above), and 
possibly Smids's "dogg" (see chap.18 for these and other differentiation forms), 
found no permanent place In the Dutch system.
Avoidance of double consonants
In connection with the theories governing doubled consonants, it is relevant 
to mention a few grammarians who raised the suggestion of avoiding them 
altogether. This is not to be thought of in the same context as the occasional 
misspellings of Middle Dutch ("wijle" for "wille" mentioned above), or Da Ruyter's 
"begonen".
The first grammar to suggest this as a consistent system was Plemp, He 
talæs De Hubert's argument that since the plural ending is '-en' the stem of 
"hebben" must be "hebb", and argues the converse; since the stem is "heb" aid 
the plural ending '-on', the inflected form must be "heben". This gives such 
forms as "heb-en, wed-en, sef-eii, leg-en, bale-en, wii-en, tem-en, min-en, 
klap-en", which he considers the best form, with the hyphen helping to avoid the 
potential mispronunciation with a long vowel. Because of this possibility 
however, and the weight of normal usage, he does not depart from the orthodox 
spelling: "In 'hebben, wedden,...setten', en andere deesgelijke woorden, werd 
bij mij een consonant, dat is, bijletter verdubbeld; na de wijs der geenen (die 
voorwaer te veel sijn) de welken onbekend is, dat dien bijletter niet en 
behoord verdubbeld te werden" (p.4 ). In this connection it may be of interest 
to note that the red-ink additions to Van Heule (1633) in the copy on the 
Royal Library in The Hague (see Van Heule 1625 ed. Caron p.ccxi), which use the 
same spelling system as Plemp (e.g. 's' for / z/), note "Wand-en, Rat-en, Bloot en, 
Voet on" (sic) on p.8 , and "dag-en, levendig-en, haiid-en" on p.6 . It is 
distinctly possible that these red-ink notes (not the black-ink, which have a
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differont spoiling system) ai'e by Plemp, who is known to have annotated a copy 
of the 1 6 2 5 / 6  edition (see Caron loc.cit.).
In fact this theory of I’lemp's may have influenced Van Heule, for in a 
marginal comment in the 1633 edition (p.lV/9-150) he suggests that "Wy zouden 
0 0 c konnen vermijden dobbele Consonanten te schrijven, stellende twee Vocalen 
als do Consonant niet verdobbelt en wort aldus, 'Beeden, Wijlen, zeegen', maer 
in plaotse der dobbele Letteren zoudeinen konnen stellen 'Beden, Zegen, wilen', 
etc.. Door dusdanige veranderingen en versw^/ginge der Letteren is de Fr.anse en 
Italiaense sprnke tot eene uytneemende lichticheyt en zoetlieyt gebrocht, weIke 
andersins zeer swaersilbich wezen zouden". The idea that this may be due to 
influence from Plemp’s work of 1632 is strengthened by the fact that Van Heule’s 
comment is only in the margin, as if it were too late to incorporate it in the 
main text at that stage of printing.
A single repetition of this same idea appears 350 years later in 1972, 
when Garmt Gtuiveling moots the "strakke eenvoud van; een raam., twee raan en, en: 
een ram, twee ramen" as contrasted to the orthodox raam-ranen' met een 
fonologisch zinloze ’a’, en ’ram-rammen’ met een fonologisch zinloze 'mm'"
(De Gids 1972, 170). This suggestion, radical at first sight, deserves serious 
consideration, as it is admirably suited to the Dutch language (see conclusion).
Summary;
Medial: abnormal: De Ruyter, Huygens, Dafforne, De Witt, Zoet, Bogaard,V.Rusting 
’kk’ after long vowel: Dafforne, Hooft (I6 5 S), Zoet, Hillenius,
Van Rusting, De Vin,(E.G.P.).
Verbs: '-de,-te' in imperfect: Van Heule, Hexham, Beyer; Des Roches,
Van den Heuvel, Wan de Velde, Rombouts, V.W.S., Eindvoorfellen 
'-tde' in imperfect: Hooft, Valider Linden, E.C.P. ,(De Ruyter)
'-dtde' in imperfect: E.C.P,
'-tt’te' in imperfect: Zeydelaar ('-ttte' Smits?)
'-ttede' in imperfect: Van Belle, Bilderdijk
hypercorrect '-dde, -tte':de Castelein, De Ruyter, Antiquitatis Studio,
De Neckere, Scharten, Coolen.
'-tt' in present, past participle; Revins, De Castelein, Lambrecht,
De I le or e, Huygens,(Land, Sc hnuann).
'-dde' in participles: Moonen, Scharten, Coolen, Van Deyssel
Final: '-ff Middle Dutch, Van Sant en, V.d. Venue, De Ruyter etc. etc.
'-ff,-11,-tt' Coornhert, Visscher, De Witt,V.Schurman, Hilarides.
" opposed by: De Heuiter, Van der Weyden.
all final letters: De Hubert, Leupenius,(Montanus),Huygens, Rintjus,
Zoet, Zweerds, Brune, Jonctijs, Sibranda.
" opposed by: Ampzing, Sewel/La Grue, Cuno, Smits.
differentiation forms: Van Heule, Hexham, Beyer, Richardson,
Avoidance of all doubles: Plemp, Van Heule (1633), Stuiveling.
Ms:
532.
Chapter 13; D iffer entiati ona1 spallinps
The existence of hononyis has induced many West Euiropean languages to 
introduce differences in spelling whereby the two (or more) homophonie words 
could be distinguished. In most cases this has been done with recourse to 
etymolog^^, e.g. English "write, wright, rite, right; hour, our", or French 
"saint, cent, sens, sans", Italian "ho, hai ha, hanno, 6 , ai, a, anno"; in such 
cases the historically different forms have been preserved (not always with 
unanimity) after the sound of the words had become identical, because of their 
usefulness in differentiating these homommis. In a smaller number of cases an 
artificial difference of spelling is actually introduced in order to 
differentiate words where etymological spellings were either impossible or 
inconvenient. Into such a category fall English "putt, put; flower, flour",
French "a, à, ou, où" and German "statt, Stadt".
Dutch has had, at various times, quite a large number of words of both kinds. 
Into the former category fall the etynologically distinct meanings of "wassen, 
lessen, gans", and many words in which differing etymological spellings were 
deliberately retained, e.g. "ko(o)len" in the De Vries/Te Winkel system, and the 
current "lijden, IJ, hij, lij, mij, rij, wij, zij; leiden, ei, hei, lei, mei, 
rei, wei, zei". To the second category belong such current pairs as "nog/noch, 
dog/doch, Icruit/lcruid", though in the past a great many more have been used 
(geene/gene, na/naa(r), bot/bot, zo/zoo, etc.).
Allnod to the first category are a very large number of words sounding alike 
but which have different spellings as a direct consequence of the particular 
spelling in use at a given time. In these pairs potential homonyms are 
automatically differentiated, such as "wi j d/wi j dt/wi j t, slab/slap, rad/rat, 
houd/bout/houdt/houwt, wind/wint/i/indt" etc.. In the sense that these are 
produced by the normal rules, and not introduced specifically for the purposes of 
differentiation, they are referred to below as "quasi-differentiational"spellings. 
They are however of the greatest relevance since they have often figured in the 
defence of various rules. The most illuminating treatment of differentiation 
pairs is gained by a division according to the key-letters (i.e. the letter which 
differs in each word pair). Only words differing by their consonants are 
treated below, though vowel differentiation is also common (cf. above).
MAll the words in this category are quasi-differentiational spellings. There are 
about nine words ihiich are homophones in their uninflected forms, but differ in 
having /b/ or /n/ in inflexion (where such occurs). They include "slab/slap, 
tob/top, Icrab/krap, slib/slip, slob/slop, leb/lep, schrab/schrap, Icrib/krip, 
rob/rop". ^%re gelijkvormigheid automatically demands '-b' in the first of each 
pair, and '-p' in the second; where no inf].ected form exists (e.g. "1erip") the 
phonetic spelling ensures the different form.
However if the gelijkvormigheid system is not used and a purely phonetic or 
phonemic system adopted, using 'p' for /p/, each word pair becomes homonymous.
This has often been pointed out as part of the argument for the use of the 
gelijlcvorm.igheid rules, in that they ensure the avoidance of a great number of 
such homonyms.
Due to the general reluctance to adopt the ’~p’ spelling for these words, 
even by many phonetic spellers until recent date, the problem has never arisen* 
Such %/ord paJ.rs are quoted by most grammars since the times of Koonen, though 
most restrict themselves to the common words "slab, tob, Icrab". Before that 
time the question rarely arose since the normal forms were "slabbe, tobbe" etc..
C;S:Z
Very few homonyms have ever been differentiated through variation of these 
letters. The most frequent one is "cier" (in "goede cier malcen") and "sier"
(as in "sieraad"). Allied to this is "vercieren/versieren" (in the sense of 
"to adorn") and "verzieren" (to think up); the latter was later superceded by 
"verzinnen" making the differentiation unnecessary. As there was usually a 
difference in pronunciation between "vercieren" and "verzieren" these should 
really be included in the quasi-differentiational forms, though many t-jriters 
evidently felt them to be pronounced similarly enough to constitute genuine 
homonym pairs.
One of the first to mention this distinction is De Hubert, spelling 
"bierlick' met z". T'or him (and similarly for Ampzing, Leupenius and other 
users of 'z' for /ts/ described in chapter 2 ) this was the only possible spelling. 
Hooft distinguishes "versieren" from "verzieren" (seebelow), though others,
such as Cats and Bontekoe, make a distinction for the first mentioned pai.r by 
spelling "goede chier" with 'chi, reserving 'c ' for "cier(aad)". Come of the 
spellers %/ho avoided the letter 'o' altogether used "sier" in both senses, for 
example dinschooten includes "goede sier maaken" in his dictionary.
The usage of Hooft may have been of importance in later times, for Van 
IToogstraten mentions his use of "versieren (ornare), verzieren (fingere)" in 
support of his own "sieraedt, sieren" spellings, mo'wever he too recognises the
difference in sound. Zeydelaar is one of the few who claim this difference to
be more orthographic than phonetic: "'vercieren' spell' ik met 'c', niet met 
's', om d a f t  betékent opschikken. Maar met ' z' sc'irijv ik 'verzieren'". %e 
presumably means that he uses ' c ' in the first because he .also uses ' c ' in 
"cieraad", though his phraseology is obscure.
It is not unknown to find this rule reversed: the Snoeijmes writes that no 
"grieksche 'ph'" is needed "(om) de moedertale te verzieren". The difference 
between "sier/cier" or "cier/chier" in all periods has been purely orthographic, 
whereas that between "versieren/verzieren", "vercieren/verchieren" or 
"vercieren/versieren" had a difference of pronunciation behind it. When 
Siegenbeek proposed using 's' in both meanings of "sier", De Simpel (p.39) 
asked indignantly "wat gemeen heeft 'cier' (goede cier maken) met 'sieren' 
(sieraad bijzetten)?"; tho usual answer to this q-uestion would be the sound.
A m o r e  m o d e r n  example r a i s e d  b y  s o m e  d u r i n g  t h e  l a t e s t  r e f o r m  m o v e s  i s  t h a t  
b e t w e e n  "cytologie" ( t h e  s t u d y  o f  cel], f o r m a t i o n )  a n d  " s i t o l o g i e "  (the s t u d y  o f  
f o o d ) .  G i v e n  t h e  r a d i c a l  c h a n g e  f r o m  ' e y '  t o  ' s i '  ( c f .  " c y c l o o n ,  s i k l o o n " )  t h e  
ti/o w o r d s  w o u l d  b e c o m e  h o m o n y m o u s .  S i n c e  m o s t  s c i e n t i f i c  j a r g o n  i s  i n t e r n a t i o n a l  
a n d  often b e a r s  l i t t l e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  s p e l l i n g  s y s t e m  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  
l a n g u a g e s ,  t h e  r e t e n t i o n  o f  t h o s e  t w o  forms i s  n o t  a  v a l i d  a r g u m e n t  a g a i n s t  t h e
r e f o r m  o f  ' e y '  t o  ' s i ' i n  g e n e r a l ,
CH;G(H), CHT;G(H)T
This spelling yielded for a long time the commonest true differentiational 
spellings. Often etymology was called upon, though not infrequently with little 
justification, and equally often the forms are put forward as purely 
differentiational. It must be admittedthat many grammars fail to malce any
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distinction between the two sorts of difference. Very few differentiational 
forms ill this section can bn nj^oduced by the gelijkvormigheid rules, probably only 
"lach/lag" (laugh, lay), "echt/hij egt" and "licht/hij ligt". All the others can 
be considered true difforentiati.onal forms, though, as just mentioned, 
etymolng- has sometimes been cited in support. The motive remains avoidance of 
homonymy however, not an etymological spelling per se. The actual, number of 
word pairs recoimended by grammars has varied quite considerably, there being up 
to twenty possible pairs, though no single work has ever specifically recommended 
them all.
Although both t’lc Twe-spraacb (p.44) and Van der Schuere (p.21) mention 
"lag/^lach" they only do so to show the difference in sound between ' g' and 'chV 
in the related forms "lachen/lagen" (the latter actually states that such a 
differentiational spelling wb.b not common, - see chap.3). The first mention of 
putel.y differentbtional spellings with 'ch/g' comes in the brief comments in 
Smyters’s ".Schryf-konst-boek" of 1613: "Cm te onderscheyden het eenvuldich uyt 
het menichvuldich, willen (sommige) datmen de 'c' verandere in 'g' als in 'dag' 
ende niet 'dach', 'dog, doch', 'wegh' ende niot 'wech' cc daarmede in twijffel 
stellende oftmen dag 'iour', ofte een poock verstaet, oft men eenen koeck of 
wech, om te gaen meynt". Although it is possible that there %/as a qualitative 
difference in tho final consonants of "dag (dagen);dag (daggen)" and similarly 
"doch: dog (doggen)" and "%/eg (wegen): %/eg (%/eggen)", his prime motive is the 
differentiation; and it is pure not quasi-differentiation since gelijkvormigheid 
would give '-g' in all these %/ords except the particle "doch". He is rejecting 
tho '-g' spelling in the first of each pair simply because such a rule would 
cause homonymy. Most dictionaries of this time spelt "%/egg(h)e" for the second 
word of that pair (e.g. in Plantijn, Kilian, Mellema), thus feeling no problem.
None of these %/riters so far have mentioned what %/as to become the most 
common differentiational form of all, in fact one of the very fe%/ to survive 
De Vries and Te Winkel. Indeed this pair -"nog/noch"- is not at a 11 comaonly 
seen at this time, most %/riters using "noch" in both cases (e.g. Lambrecht, 
Plantijn, Kilian, Valcoogh, De Hubert, the young Vondel, Bredero, Binnart, etc.), 
or using "nochte" if ambiguity was possible. The latter is put forward by 
Ampzing (p.42), and since it involves different words it cannot be counted as a
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differcntlational spelling. Even where different possible spellings were 
recognised (e.g. Kilian lists both "dagh" and. "dach" as variants) they were not 
all/ays put forward ,-,s candidates for differentiation.
Plemp is the next to discuss differentiation forms, condemning those who 
confuse ' g', 'gh' and 'ch', "als of sij ... tussen 'dag' en 'dach', 'weg' en 
'wech', 'rog' en 'roch', 'plag' en 'plach' geen onderscheid en sagen, of en 
hoorden, of ons, à la mode de France, anders willen doen lesen, dan schryven"; 
autosuggestion nay be at play hear as respects the difference in sound (though 
cf. Siiiyters above and chap.3).
Goramon usage continued to make little call on differentiation spellings in 
these words. Even the widespread change from '-ch' to '-g(h)' did not affect
the use of "noch". Sometimes "nog" was adopted for both meanings (e.g. by
Winschooten), sometimes "nogh", but most often "noch" was preserved. In fact 
the latter i'oria was used by almost all except those who advocated a radical 
avoidance of 'ch' in all positions (see chap.3). If it was felt tha t ambiguity 
might arise for such words,writers could still call on the longer forms of the
nouns in question - "dogge, wegge, dagge".
Until the mid 17th century therefore, the only differentiational forms put 
forward have been "weg/wech, dag/dach, dog/doch, plag/plach". But the beginning 
of the future wave of such pairs is seen in 1636 when Gargon states that he 
writes "'regt' voor ’t geen niet krom is, en 'recht' voor ^t gerichte, of iets, 
dat iemant toebehoort". Almost exactly the same situation is defended by Moonen 
ti/enty years later: "(gh) is noodigh, en brengt den Woorden in de uitspraeke 
hulp toe, zal men den wegh, dien men reist, van eene weg (wittebroot) den dagh, 
dien wy beleeven, van een dag, dat een wapentuig en een tou te scheepe betekent, 
en plagh, solebam, van eene plag, eene afgemaeide veltzoode behoorlyk 
onderscheiden" (p.3). Again he claims to hear a difference in sound, though this 
should not be presumed to be real, due to the power of autosuggestion, especially 
as he also claims a difference in sound "tusschen 'lach' en 'lag', 'echt', 
matrimonium, en 'egt', occat, 'juichte' en 'ruigte'" (p.5). Moonen set great 
store by differentiation spellings in general, and apai’t from these specific 
examples, wished to add 'h' to all adjectives ending in '-g' "onderscheits halve" - 
to distinguish them from nouns (see chap.3). His claims did not go uncountered.
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T h e  first r e p l y  c a m e  f r o m  Sewel  i n  h i s  grammar o f  1 7 0 3  ( p . 3 2 ) ,  a n d  also i n  
his d i c t i o n a r y  o f  t h e  s a m e  y e a r ;  "men v i n d t ' e r  d i e  s c h r y v e n  ' d a g h '  ( d i e s )  t o t  
o n d e r  s c  l i e y d i n g  van ' d a g '  ( e e n  do I k ) . D o c h  b e l a n g e n d e  h e t  l a a t s t e ,  h e t  i s  
e y g e n t l y k  ' d a g g e ' .  . . .  ’ t  s e l f d e  kan m e d e  g e s e g d  w o r d e n  van ' w e g h ' " .  H e  a l s o  
contests t h e  variant s p e l l i n g  " w e c h "  f o r  command, which k o o n e n  i n c l u d e d  i n  
" ' n e g h ' ,  d i e n  m e n  r e i s t " ;  " dommige s c h r i n æ n  ' w e g h '  o f  '% / e c h * ,  a l s  m e n  e r  
' w e g g e g a a i i '  o f  ' ' / e g g e d a a n '  d o o r  b e t e k e n e n  w i i :  m a a r  ’ t  s c h y i t  d a t  z y  n i e t  
o v e r w e e g e n  d a t  d i t  ' w e g '  a f g e l e y d  wordt v a n  den ' w e g ' " .  I t  may be t h a t  those 
o t h e r s  f e l t  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  more i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h e  etymology, o r  w e r e  
a r g u i n g  a l o n g  t h e  s a m e  l i n e s  a s  f o r  " k r u i d / l c r u i t "  ( s e e  below).
S e w e l ' s  o v e r r i d i n g  c o n c e r n  was d e r i v a t i o n ,  h a v i n g  p r e c e d e n c e  o v e r  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n .  W h e r e  d e r i v a t i o n  d i d  n o t  p r e v e n t ,  h o w e v e r ,  h e  w a s  m o s t  
c e r t a i n l y  i n  f a v o u r  o f  s u c h  w o r d  p a i r s :  i n  t h e  s a m e  edition o f  h i s  d i c t i o n a r y  h e  
i n s e r t e d  a  l i s t  o f  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l  f o r m s ,  i n c l u d i n g  " L i e h t  (der Z o n n e ) ,  l i g t  
(o m  t e  doer)'and " n o g / n o c h ,  G e s l a c h t / g e s l a g t  ( n o u i p / p a r t i c i p l e ) ,  G l a g / s l a c h " .  S o m e  
o f  t h e s e  h e  h a d  a l r e a d y  d e f e n d e d  i n  1 6 9 1 :  " o o k  k a n  ( c h )  d i e n s t i g  zyn om e e n  
o n d e r s c h e y d  t u s s c h e n  s o m m i g e  w o o r d e n  t e  m a k e n ,  a l s  N o c h  ( n e q u e )  e n  n o g  ( e t i a m n u n ^  
a l s  o o k  L i c h t  ( l u x )  e n  l i g t  ( f a c i l i s  o f  l e v i s } " .  I n  t h e  1 7 0 3  e d i t i o n  he added 
f u r t h e r  " d o g  ( m o l o s s u s )  e n  doch ( v e r u n t a m e n ) " .  I t  can b e  s e e n  t h e n  t h a t  a l t h o u g h  
b o t h  M o o n e n  a n d  S e w e l  f a v o u r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l  f o r m s ,  t h e i r  c h o i c e s  a r e  q u i t e  
d i f f e r e n t ,  t h e  l a t t e r  s u g g e s t i n g  " l i c h t / l i g t ,  n o c h / n o g ,  g e s L a c h t / g e s l a g t ,  slag/ 
s l a c h ,  d o c h / d o g " ,  a n d  t h e  f o r m e r  " w e g h / w e g ,  d a g h / d a g ,  p l a g h / p l a g "  r e j e c t e d  b y  
t h e  o t h e r .
I n  t h e  l i g h t  o f  l a t e r  d e v e l o p m e n t s  i t  w o u l d  s e e m  t h a t  S e w e l  w a s  t h e  m o r e  
i n f l u e n t i a l  i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t .  F o r  a  great n u m b e r  o f  t h e  p a i r s  w h i c h  h e  p u t  
f o r w a r d  a r e  f o u n d  v e r y  f r e q u e n t l y ,  a n d  m o r e  f r e q u e n t l y  t h a n  b e f o r e  h e  h a d  
s u g g e s t e d  t h e m  ( f e w  o f  t h e m  a r e  i n v e n t e d  b y  h i m ) .  O t h e r  p a i r s  a l s o  b e c a m e  
m o r e  c o m m o n ,  p o s s i b l y  e n c o u r a g e d  b y  t h i s  n e w  s u p p o r t  f o r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  f o r m s  
i n  g e n e r a l  o n  t h e  p a r t  o f  S e w e l  a n d  M o o n e n .  Van H o o g s t r a t e n  u s e s  " n o g / 6 i o c h " ,  
E . C . P ,  l i s t s  i n t e r  a l i a  " n o g ( o r  noch)/nocht, slach/slag, w e c h / w e g ,  d o c h / d o g " .  
S t e v e n  r e s i s t s  t h e  g e n e r a l  c h a n g e  f r o m  ' - c h t '  t o  ' - g t '  b e c a u s e  o f  t h e  n e e d  o f  
both i n  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  f o r m s ,  a n d  K r a m e r  r e c o g n i s e s  " L i c h t / l i g t "  ( n o u n / a d j . )  
o n  p . 3 3 ,  t h o u g h  m a k i n g  n o  d i s t i n c t i o n  b e t w e e n  t h e t i / o  m e a n i n g s  o f  "doch/dog" o r
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"noch/nog", riving then as more spelling variants (p.95, 109) possibly under the 
influence of German usage. Gewel's revision of La Grue states that "on écrit 
'nog' encore, 'ligt' léger, 'dog' un dogue, chien", as exceptions to his rule on 
'-ch'; tho connont is Oewel's rather than La Grue's, and is taken over by Cuno 
in 1.741. It is possible that En ids is attempting to use a differentiational form 
in the closing poem to his Ochatkamer; "Doch hou U stil, gelyk de dogg, die sich 
laat quellen...", tliough such a form has not been seen elsewhere, a nd it may be 
a misprint for "dogg’".
Strong criticism came from Huydecoper on those who deviated fromthe 
differentiational pairs ho supported. In book II (y.237) he mentions some 
irregular spellings caused by the cramping of words by the printers: "getuige 
HENRIK DLOSI 1LA.ERT, getr. Herder, acliter de aangeweezen drukfouten, daar hy zegt: 
dat ook somtiids 'nog' en 'dog' in plaets van 'noch' en 'doch' staet,is 
d'oorsaeck, dat de regels geen Letter meer bevatten iconden" (see also chap,13 
above).
Not all contemporaries accepted this criticism however: Root (1722) uses 
"noch" for "nor" but both "noch" and "nogh" for "still", and Gchermer (1725) also 
uses "noch" in both senses. Most spellers of the "'g'-everywhere" system 
described in chapiter 3 used "nog" for both meanings, for example the 1743 edition 
of iliervaert uses both "nog" and "dog", whereas the 1676 edition hau '-ch'.
The use of "licht" for the noun and "ligt" for the adjective, mentioned 
above, is purely orthographical. One of the forms, however, now clearly merges 
with the verb form "hij ligt". A further complication is the verb "lichten" 
(verlichten, toelichten), and a possible (though unlikely) ambiguity is mentioned 
by Verpoorten: "Als ik nu scliryf 'do keers ligt niet wel', hoe wéet ik.dan dat 
ik wii zeggon of zy wel licht géeft, of dat zy nederligt op een Tafell". He is 
in favour of the 'g'-everwhere system, provided that such ambiguities are 
avoided by means of differentiation spellings. Wagenaar makes much the same 
distinction: on the whole he avoids purely differentiational forms, with the 
exceptions of "doch, noch% and "licht (noun)/ligt (adj.)" and "ligt (liggeii)/ 
licht ("licht...ons toe")". This usage of Wagenaar's is later put forward as an 
ideal model by "De eenigste Middel" of 1769«
Van Belle (1748) reviewed the various arguments of Sewel and Koonen, and
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decided in favour of the former, against "weg/wegh, dag/dagh", in that:
"Yoortn dient (ch) neest, (oudat men niet sou’ dwaalen,)
In't Bindwnord 'Doch', on 't enh.elvoudig 'Dog',
(Van Doggen: ) 'Noch', ( ' t ontheiinend woord,) en 'Nog'
(Vormocrd'rend;) 'Licht', (dot ochynt,) en 'Ligt', (in 'tweegen;)"
(p.l^. A similar comment is included in the 1755 edition (p.6), though his
printer does not ali/ays agree, and "Dog" can he found on p,10. He possibly also
al].m-n' "recht/regt", since he specifies in the 1755 edition that "(g) geenszins
voogtO mi ... 'regt' (dat niet lirom is)"; - Ihis may exclude the prohilition
f r o m  " r e c h t "  i n  t h e  o t h e r  s e n s e  ( c f .  G a r g o n  a b o v e ) .
No did not, however, favour too many differentiational spellings, arguing 
that "hot is ool: v-r van onze Taal te vcrzagten, als men, om noodloos 
onderscheid door spellinge te ma. : ken, dozelve soodanig in de uitspraake verhard, 
dat ze het hardst der Noffentaale geen stroohalm behocft te wyken". It is not 
entirely clear what he means by this, unless some people were pronouncing 
differentiation spellings differently (cf. E.C.P.'s comment in C;Z below).
The difference tietween "lach/lag" is still being put forward by some, in 
support of the general retention of the digraph 'ch': Schütz defends "lagch" 
from "1agehen" on these grounds, and Ten Kate realised that the difference 
between the two words was merely orthographic (1.122).
The forms mentioned above (dog, ligt etc.) are, by the mid loth century, 
absost generally accepted, both in the North and in the South. They are given 
for example by Bincken, the Grammaire pour apprendre..., end Des Roches, the 
latter both in his grammar ("De woordekens 'sich, ach, slach' in den sin van 
soorte, 'wech', als wcchgaen, 'tocht, och', warden beter met eene 'ch' als met 
eene ' g' gesclirecven" ) and in his dictionary (noch/nog, doch/dog). Haboa m-ote 
in the introduction to the later editions of his dictionary that "Wii hebben bij 
voorbeeld 'doch' gespeld voor 'dog', om de eerste als een koppelwoord, te 
onderscheiden van het ti/eede als een seIfstandig woord; insgelijks 'noch' voor 
'nog', als hot eene ontkenning is e.s.v.".
Moonen, whose 5th edition dates from around this time, was still receiving 
criticism for his suggested forms, for example from Sinlcel (p.vi); "om den weg 
en 't wittebrood te onderkennen, zoude ik den Lezer anraden als hy geen ander





gebruyken". He is here (as elsewhere, cf. chap.3) being sarcastic, insofar as 
he (not without some reason) sees no context capable of causing conf'uion between 
these t'wo words. De Haes similarly opposes the use of "dach/dag"... "dan dit 
laotst moet 'dagge' zijn". He does distinguish "geslacht(noun)/geslagt(participl^' 
probably imder the influence of Sewel..
Amongst the supporters of Sei/el'r differentiational forms the feeling that 
the word pairs produced were a very useful feature of the laiig^uage caused the 
extension to a few other cases of homonymy. Thus, for example, Buys, in his 
comprehensive revision of Hewcl's dictionary in 1766, puts in some extra pairs:
"ik (gebruik) do 'g' in hot one (woord) on 'ch' in hot andere..., om hot 
onderscheid duidolyk aan te ir/zen: dus schryf ik 'acht' oplottendhoid, en 'agt' 
hot getal, ' Israchtig' vernogond, en 'kragtig' sterkende, 'machtig', groot, 
aanzienlyk en 'm.agtig', bezsraaronde : 'Licht' niet donker, en 'ligt', niet zwaar 
ons.". Three of those - "agt, iragtig, magtig" - have not been mentioned before 
as differentiational forms, thoughthis does not imply that Buys invented them 
himself. However "kragtig/lcrachtig, magtiry'machtig" are not taken up by any 
other grammars, and no examnles have been located of their use in this way.
"Agt/acht" on the other hand was to become very common in the later decades 
of the 13th century. The "Nieuw liederduitsch Speldeboek" of 1772 lists: "agt 
(= 3), agter, acht (= esteem)", "nog,/noch" etc.; it does not discuss this usage, 
as the work merely comprises spelling lists, - the spelling book of "T.A.G.P." 
later is very similar. Zeydelaar presents yet a further example in "digt"
(close, closed) and "dicht" ('of poetry), amongst other more standard examples, 
though ho also uses "nog" in the sense of "nor" (printer's spelling?).
dome voices were raised in opposition however. Van Belle had already pointed 
out that it was very inconsistent of Moonen to separate "wegh/weg, dagh/dag"... 
"daer h%r geenen nood rnaabt om 'nood' (zwarigheid) by hem 'noot' gespeld, te 
onderscheiden van 'noot' (eene boombrugt (sic)) of (een muzykteeken), en veele 
anderen van die natuure". The same could bo said, and was, of all 
differentiational forms - as long as there remained any cases of homonymy then 
it could not be claimed without inconsistency that artificial separation in only 
a few cases was "essential". Janssens for one (1775) felt that all such forms, 
including "dicht/digt, dog/doch", were totally unnecessary. Even the
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quasi-differentiatlonn] pair " l . a g / l a c h "  disappears i n  b i n  s y s t e m  ( s e e  c h a p . A ) .
i i . i t  e t h e r s  r e m a i n e d  c o n v i n c e d  differentiation s p e l l e r s ,  i n  s p i t e  o f  a n y  s u c h  
o p p o s i t i o n ,  P i e t e r s o n ,  i n  h i s  R h a p s o d i a ,  m e n t i o n s  h i s  word pairs " l a c h / l a g ,  
d o c h / d o g ,  s l a c h / s l a g ,  wech/weg, d i g t / d i c h t ,  l i g t / l i c h t ,  n o g / n o c h ,  s l a g t e n /  
slachten", a n d  c o m m e n t s  t h a t  " D e e s e  z i n n e l y k h e i d  i n  ' t  s p e l l e n  a c h t  i k  z i n d e l y k  
on n a a r v o l g e n s  waardig. I k  w e e t  wel, d a t  z o m m i g e n  d i e  verwernen, om d a t  hot 
v e r b a n d  v a n  e e n e  s p r c o l a / y z c  genoeg t e  k e n n e n g e e f t ,  w a t  m e n  d o o r  d i e  woordjes 
verstaan m o e t ,  on gevolglyk d a t  d i e  o n d o r s c h e i d i n g  o n n o o d i g  is. M a a r  i k  z i e  
e c h t e r  g e e n  r e d e n  w a a r o m  m e n  z u l k  e e n e  n e t h e i d  n i e t  z o u  i/aornemen: w a n t  m e n  d o e t  
d e r  t a a l e  niet t e  k o r t " .  I t  m u s t  b e  b o r n e  i n  m i n d  that a t  t h i s  t i m e  b o t h  ' - g t '  
a n d  ' - c h t '  a m  a l m o s t  e q u a l l y  common spellings in nearly a l l  words, a n d  i t  w a s  
n o t  t o t a l l y  u n r e a s o n a b l e  t o  wish t o  r e s t r i c t  a  p a r t i c u l a r  s p e l l i n g  t o  a  
p a r t i c u l a r  %/ord/moaning; i t  d i d  n o t  i n v o l v e  t h e  c r e a t i o n  o f  new f o r m s .  I t  o f t e n  
d i d  i n v o l v e  a  departure from t h e  a c c e p t e d  d e r i v a t i o n  r u l e s  h o w e v e r ,  a l t h o u g h  m o s t  
o f  S e w e l ' s  o r i g i n a l  variants d i d  not. T h e  s t a n d a r d  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  f o r m s  a l s o  
l i v e  o n  i n  Stijl's g r a m m a r :  " n o g / n o c h ,  l a g / l a c h ,  l i g t / l i c h t ,  s l a g / s l a c h ,  G e s l a g t /  
g e s l a c h t ,  w e g / w e c h " ,  t h o u g h  h e  i s  s l i g h t l y  c o n f u s e d  i n  c l a s s i n g  a l l  t h e s e  
t o g e t h e r  w i t h  the q u a s i - d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l  f o r m s  " s l a b / s l a p "  e t c . .
O n  t h e  o t h e r  s i d e  s t o o d  K l u i t .  He c r i t i c i s e d  many a s p e c t s  o f  M o o n e n ' s  s y s t e m ,  
i n c l u d i n g  h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  p a i r s ,  a n d  f u r t h e r  c o n c l u d e s  " d a t  h e t  e e n  o n z e k e r e ,  
o n g e r i j m d e ,  d e  R e g e l m a t i g h e i d  k r e n k e n d e ,  e n  d e n  G u d e n  o n b e k e n d e .  R e g e l  i s ,  die o n s  
v o o r s c h r i j f t ,  om ' l i c h t '  v a n  ' l i g t ' ,  ' d i c h t '  v a n  ' d i g t ' ,  ' a c h t '  v a n  ' a g t ' ,  ' e c h t '  
v a n  ' e g t ' ,  ' n o c h '  v a n  ' n o g ' ,  ' t o c h t '  v a n  ' t o g t ' ,  ' w i c h t '  van 'wigt' d o o r  d e  
s p e l l i n g  t e  o n d e r s c h e i d e n " .  H e  e v e n  opposed (rightly) o n e  o f  t h e  reasons b e h i n d  
t h e  " l a g / l a c h "  p a i r :  " d i e  g e w a a n d e  s c i i B i q i -  e n  z a c h t h e i d  v a n  k l a n k  i n  d e  woorden 
' l a c h '  en ' l a g '  o p  ’ t  e i n d  d e s  w o o r d s ,  ( r u s t )  meer o p  d e  v e r b e e l d i n g . . . ,  d a n  o p  
de o u d h e i d " .  S o m e  o f  t h e  f o r m s  h e  m e n t i o n s ,  s u c h  a s  " w i g t / w i c h t ,  t o g t / t o c h t "  w e r e  
n e v e r  i n  v e r y  w i d e s p r e a d  u s e  c o m p a r e d  t o  t h e  o t h e r s .  F o r  K r o m ,  t h e  o n l y  u s e f u l  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  f o r m  w a s  " ' a g t  o c t o '  geschreven m e t  e e n  ' g ' ,  ( e n )  ' i k  a c h t e ,  h y  
a c h t '  m e t  e e n  ' c h '  o n d e r s c h e i d s h a l v e n ,  w a a r t o e  i k  i n  a n d e r e  woorden w e d e r o m  g e e n  
n o o d z a a k e  v i n d e " .
A g a i n s t  t h e s e  r a d i c a l  o p i n i o n s  o p p o s i n g  w h a t  w a s  n o w  v e r y  w i d e s p r e a d  u s e  o f  
o f t e n  u n n e c e s s a r y  a n d  a r b i t r a r y  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l  s p e l l i n g s ,  m o s t  g r a m m a r s  p e r s i s t
L
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i n  'giving thorn. C . W . H o l t r o p  (1733) g i v e s  " a c h t / a g t "  a n d  many o t h e r s  (p.52),
Win Ire 111 an in lis Schcts the following year does likewise, and so too does 
"E,'".d.Cr" in his "Lessen" included in Brender à Brandis's "Kabinet" vols.IV & V 
(1734-5). The Inleyding of 1735 sides with Kluit and Janssens, finding all such 
spellings superfluous, especially as he points out that there is no difference 
in sound between "'ligt' van liggen, 'ligt' dat niet zwaar is, 'ligt', holder 
Licht, enz.".
T h e  more t r a d i t i o n a l  v i e w  p r e v a i l s  i n  most g r a m n a r s ,  s u c h  a s  B o l h u i s ,  w h o  
g i v e s  " l a g  l . a c h ,  e g t  ( l i i j  e g t  v a n  e g g e n )  e c h t ,  l i g t  l i c h t ,  l o g o n  l o c h e n ,  p o g e n  
p o c h e n ,  d o g  d o c h " ,  a n d  the v a r i o u s  N u t  works w h i c h  c o n t a i n  b e t w e e n  t h e m  "dog/' 
d o c h ,  d i g t / d i c h t ,  e g o l / e c h e l ,  g e l a g / g e l a c h ,  l a g / l a c h ,  n o g / n o c h ,  w a g t / w a c h t " .  
W e s t e r  h a s  " n o g / ' n o c h "  etc., a n d  S c h w i e r s  has t h e  following comment: " A t  t h e  
e n d  o f  o ' o r d s ,  t h e  ' c h '  s o u n d s  l i k e  a  ' g ' ,  a n d  m a n y  wi'iters u s e  t h e  o n e  i n s t e a d  
o f  t h e  other; T h i s  i s  a p t  t o  o c c a s i o n  a  c o n f u s i o n  i n  s ^ m o n i m a ;  a  f e w  words i w i l l  
s u f f i c e  t o  o r o v e  t h i s ;  a s  ' D i c h t '  p o e m ;  ' d i g t '  c l o s e ,  ' l i c h t '  c a n d l e ;  ' l i g t '  
l i g h t ,  e a s y " ,  p l u s  a l s o  "acht/agt, g e s l a c h t / g e s l a g t "  i n  w h i c h  "the p r o n u n c i a t i o n  . 
. . .  i s  e x a c t l y  a l i k e "  (p.21), Variek g i v e s  a  s i m i l a r  l i s t :  " a g t / a c h t ,  d o g /  
d o c h ,  d i gt/dieh t ,  e a g t / w a c h t " .
B y  tho end of the century therefore, some 22 or more different word pairs 
had been mentioned in connection with the 'g/ch' differentiation spellings.
The time was ripe for Siegenbeek to call a halt to farther expansion, and also 
to cast out the vast majority of these needless forms, Certainly he felt it 
useful "dat men golijkluidendo, doch in beteekenis verschillende, woorden door 
de spelling, zoo veel mogelijk, moet onderscheiden", though he realised that 
for a great many other homonyms this was impossible - he mentions for example 
"arm, boot, deken". His viewpoint is echoed in the official school-grammar of 
the Nut (p. 116), where the irriter (possibly Bolhuis) declares himself against 
differentiation spellings in principle, as being "louter willekeurig, als noch 
in de uitspraak, noch in de afleiding gegrond". In some cases however "heeft 
het gebruik eene grootendeels willekeurige onderscheid der spelling reeds zoo 
zeer gewettigd, dat het dwaasheid zijn zou, zich daartegen te verzetten". In 
the latter class he includes "ligt/licht, nog/noch, dog/doch" only, and rejects 
"jagt(hunt)/jacht(yacht), agt/acht, regt/recht" etc..
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T h e  p o e t - S i e g e n b e e k  e d i t i o n s  o f  B a e t i a a n  C r a m e r s  " T r a p  d e r  J e i i g d "
(published at leant until 1897) %/ere correspondingly amended: "De 'c* of 'ch*
dient ook om de beteekenis van sommige woorden te onderscheiden, bij voorbeeld 
' licht' of '].igt', 'doch' on 'dog', 'noch' on 'nog' ensi', to which is now added 
the footnote "Somiaigen houden zich ook nog aan de spelling *acht* in achte 
nomen, on ' a\:t' het petal; de Hoogleeraar JIEGEIiBEEK, echter, spelt in beide 
gevallen 'acht'".
In the touth a certain amount of variation persisted. De Neckere opposed 
"noch/nog", thinking both should be "nog", but was in favour of "agt/acht"
(p.57), as also was Terbruggen (p.3'0« Smits was unsure about the 
differentiation forms: "men hoort geen verschil tusschen .o. 'egt' en 'echt'
(p.7)... de uitspraak doet goen onderschejd horen tusscen: 'dog' en 'doch',
'nog' on 'noch'", but recognised that "het algeméén gebrujk (heevt) in deze 
twee 'nog' (adhuc) on 'ligt' (niet zwaar) de ' g' ge%/ettigd, om de betékenis te 
onderGchéjden" (p.32) - i.e. the ^iegenbeek system.
Willems %/as in principle opposed to such word pairs, but he too felt the 
weight of usage: (zouden) do gelykluidende doch in beteekenis verschillende
woorden, zoo weinig mogelyk, door de spelling willen doen onderscheiden.
Immers de geschrevene tael is slechts het afdruksel der zuiver gesprokene, en 
moet ook niet méér z}ui. ... Eommige onderscheidingen nogtans, als 'nog' van 
'noch'; 'dog' van 'doch', en andere, die door een langdurig en ingeworteld 
gebruik gevestigd zyn, kan men blyven behouden".
The Siegenbeek ruling was later modified yet further by Te Winlcel: "De 
onderscheidende spelling van 'nog' en 'noch' is onmisbaar voor de duidelijkheid. 
( he quotes "de man heeft noch geld, noch vrienden")... De onderscheiding van 
andere gelijkluidende woorden als 'digt' en 'dicht', 'ligt' en 'licht' is 
nutteloos". The pair "dog/doch" he widently considers to constitute a 
quasi-differentiational spelling because of the inflected form "dogge" for the 
first.
The same rule is contained in the 1954 Woordenlijst, mentioning only "'nog' 
... naast 'noch'" (p.xxxviii), though a proposal for simplifying both to "nog" 
was contained in the first version of Kollewijn's "Voorstellen" in 1393, being 
dropped from the 1895 version. Buitenrust Hettema %/as one %/ho pressed for
till G chani^e: "Er ir genn red en ... om tussen 'nodi’... en 'nog'... te 
ond,orGOheiden" (Taal en Letteren, 6, 115-6), Other Eollewijnore also need the 
Glïïipü.ified spelling: "'noch' vend rnen vroeger reeds in geregeld 'gebruik bij de 
verceiivoudlgers" (dille p.,i'd , und Gosijn felt the change "schoolvossig" (De 
Gids 1915, III 77; Wille n.92).
Even at this late date some wished to see more differentiation forms: Van 
Eeden claimed that "bet schijnt me seven mittig ('even' en 'eeven') be 
ondfTGcheiden, als de woordjes 'nog' en 'noch',... II: onderscheid dus 00k 
' wigt' on 'vjichid, ' digt' en 'dicht', 'ligt' en 'licht' met alle daaicvan 
afgeleide woorden" (n.136-7), These long obsolete forms found little support.
D;T:DT
In the modern Dutch spelling system, with gelijlcvornigheid and analogy governing 
verbal spellings, every '-d' stem verb has an automatic differentiational 
spelling for the singular forms "(ik) vind, (jij, hij) vindt". This has often 
been put forward as a point in favour of this system (e.g. by Sewel), though 
few have explained why no need is felt to differentiate the 2nd and 3rd person 
forms, many have questioned whether this difference is necessary at all (see 
chap.6), since those who consistently spell "ik, jij, hij vind" or "vint" 
evidently encounter no problems of ambiguity. The most common counter-argument 
(e.g. by Van Belle) has been that since '-t' stem verbs (laten, zetten etc.) 
liave no such means of differentiation, and yet manage to convey the meaning 
unajfoiguously, the difference is not vital.
Certainly there are cases where misunderstanding is possible, e.g. "net 
geldt/geld zijn vermaak" (devised by D'Hulster in his "Verslag" p.34 in 
answer to Behaegel who had claimed there were no such cases), or' "De verte H e r  
verteld/vertelt" (Rudolf Geel in De Gids 1972, 212, concerning the title of a 
work by Mulisch). But there are also equally plausible cases where homon^may 
is unavoidable, e.g. "De berichter bericht, de ontnioeter ontmoet", which once 
more belfe the claim that the '-dt/-d' differentiation is essential.
A parallel case is seen in the latter examples, where the past participle 
is marked off from the 3rd person singular of the present tense. But the 
participle also figures in another differentiation spelling, common in the
Ifîth cr„it,iry, onO oonr^iGtin- in ensiling attrlin-;:,ive].y used weak nfticiples 
^JÎth '-:V in line vrit'i other •■"ûjGctives, but predicatively used with '-t ', 
ninno in this position they are undeclinable. Gnch a distinction is put 
forward by I'eupenins : "van ik hi ebb geleert komt geleerd, van ik !iebb bemint. 
bomini. Dit onderscheid is noodsaaklyk om hot gevolg" - he regards '-t* as the 
primary form. Others who supported this were Yerwer (p.45) and Ten Kate (1.127), 
together with several louthern ivriters (see chap.5)«
Of the spellings mentioned so far, the difference between the forms of the 
'-d' shorn verbs, and the difference between past participles and 3rd person 
forms of weak verbs, are quasi-differentiational, whereas that between the 
attributive and predicative participle is truly differentiational.
There are a large number of other quasi-differentiational forms for words 
ending in '-d' or '-t' on the same lines as "slab/slap, lag/lach" mentioned 
above. Even early grammars such as the Twe-spraack and Van der Schuereknew' 
of word pairs such as "God/got", and Van îleule rightly points out that the 
difference between "wand/want, rad/rat, voed/voet, blood/bloot" is a direct 
consequence of his rules. Many different words have been used by the various 
grammars who used these pairs in support of gelijIcvormigheid, e.g. "lood, 
goodje, wed, mijd, moed, moeyd, schiId, bed, laad, rad, wand, hard, blood, 
voed, bond, graad, god, eed, houd, nood, wind, zad" etc.. Most of these come 
from Van der Sc huer e, Sewel and Bolhuis, the others from Llil Volentibus, E.G.P., 
Van Ileule, Tuinman, Zeydelaar, Leupenius, Terbruggen, Eoonen, Uuydecoper etc..
It is interesting to note the way that the attitude to these quasi- 
differentiational forms changed in the course of several hundred years. Post 
of the early defenders of gelijl-u/'ormigheid point out the different forms for 
what would otherwise have been homonyms as a useful by-product of the system. 
Ampzing for exanple writes that "dese gevolg letter maekt dicMvils een heel 
ander woord ende van eenen gansch verseheyden sin; als 'wand', een muer, ende 
'want', een handschoen; 'rat', een dier, ende 'rad' een v-del aen eenen wagen; 
'bloot*, naekt, ende 'blood' ofte 'blode', beschroomd: so onderscheydze ook de 
naem-woorden 'voet voeten, hout houten', van de werlwoorden 'voed voeden,
houd houden', ende diergelijke" (p.35).' This is taken over by Van Heule (1633) 
in a similar vein.
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As time went by the situation was reversed; the useful by-product became 
the raison d'etre. Sewel, in his Spraakkunst and 1703 dictionary (not earlier 
editions) is already of thin opinion; " so iimige vereyschen. ,.dat men.. .behoort 
te schiyn/'en 'bant, bant, hont, raat' enz. taar zo dit als een vaste regel 
doorgaat, dan vcrvalt men diJurils in eene vorwarringe, die zelfs kundigen zou 
konnen misleydcn, om de gelykbiydendheyd van sommige woorden die veel in de 
be t eke o. Is se ve.r’sciieclen" .
A t  least Sewel does not fall into the trap of several later writers who, 
going one step fui-'thcr, gave the different gelij.lu/orraigheid forms as axiomatic 
and deduced a different pronunciation of the final consonant, Huydecoper was 
one of these: "men schryft nieb 'brood' en 'nood', omdatmen zegt 'brooden' en 
'nooten': maar integendeel, men zegt 'brooden' on 'nooten', omdatraen in 't 
eenvoudige zegt 'brood' en 'noot'" (I, p.32). In a standard Dutch pronunciation 
this is little more than autosuggestion (of. chap,5). The gramar of Bolhuis 
(1103) exemplifies later comments on the same lines: "(ieder) klank moot,,, 
onderscheiden worden van ander, die nabij komen: zo moot 'lijden' onderscheidon 
warden van 'leiden',... zo ook 'blood' on 'bloot'" (p,o3).
Host grammarians were not as extreme as this however, realising the true 
nature of the phenomenon. Stijl for example vjrites that "deze spelling rnaakt 
ook diiowijls een nuttig onderscheid in do betekenisse" (p.52) - for him the 
difference is incidental, not imposed upon the system,nor causing it. The 
difference between "God" (or "Godt") and "got", argued by several grammars, is 
in most cases quasi-differentiational (- "goden, goten"). This is true for 
example of Huydecoper. For Hoonen however it is a true differentiational form: 
"'Godt'...schryve ik met eene D voor de T, ora hem van eenen Got (eenen 
inboorling uit Gotlant) te onderscheiden" (p.33). "Godt" here constitutes an 
artificial exception to his rule of final '-t' ("woort, lant" etc.).
Apart from the many quasi-differentiational forms mentioned above there are 
a few true differentiational forms, one still current, most obsolete. Gargon 
makes a three-fold distinction for one word as early as 1686: "On onderscheyd 
te maken schryv ik 'hart, hard', en 'hardt', 'hart' is een deel van onz 
lichaam, 'hard', iets dat niet week is, 'hardt' een dier" - the first two are 
quasi-differentiational, but the latter is a true form.
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A I'i'-i.ilar iire nf '-If where it is otherwise irregular is contained in 
Sewel's revision of I-a Griie; "Padt (weg) chemin H. / Pad, crapaud K & F: ... 
Vaardt (spool), -iligence H a F / Vaort, passage F" . These are in the section 
(p.98) of words of different meaning but spelt the sarae (sicl). The first of 
these two rairs may have been quite common: Tuinman, in 1722, after discussing 
the quasi-differentiational forms "rat/rad" etc., mentions that "daar blyven 
echter gelykluidendo naamen over, b.v, 'pad', een padde, en 'pad', een weg. Wil 
men 'dt' schryven, ik mag 't 1yden". He does not specify for wliich of the pair 
ho will tolerate "psidt", but it may well be the sane as Sewel's choice, which
Tuinman could have ’:nown. This usage is an example of the way different
contemporary spellings are adapted to function as diffcrentational forms 
(of. 'gt, cht' above), since the gelijkvormigheid rules are incapable of 
separating these words.
Another such pair arose when the word "aarde" began to lose its final '-o' 
and thus to acquire the same sound as "aard" (sort, species). Sewel/La Grue 
(p.70) spells the latter "aai’dt" and the former "aai’d" (like his other forms 
also copied by Cmio, p.94). Some of the Hut works perpetuate this distinction, 
e.g. Varick's P.udimenta, and it is also used by Schwiers and Zeydelaar. This 
spelling was taken to an extreme degree by Bilderdijk, who not only wrote 
" ' aart' (indoles), ' landaart' ", but even "ontaartde, Iswaadaartdig,
boosaartdig", with 'd' added to the differentiational '-t' for the sake of
the pronunciation (see "KoH’schets onzer voorvaderen" p.108, and "Verlustiging" 
p.23,29). Zeydelaar also made a tliree-fold distinction between "Wand"("muur"), 
"Wandt" ("touwerk"), and "Want" the particle, comprising both true and quasi- 
differentiational forms.
T h e  o n l y  w o r d  p a i r  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s y s t e m  i s  "kruid/loruit". S i n c e  t h e  
l a t t e r ,  i n  t h e  s e n s e  " g u n p o w d e r " ,  i s  n o t  f o u n d  i n  t h e  plural, it became 
a c c e p t e d  t o  s p e l l  i t  w i t h  ' - t ' ;  though i t  i s  d o u b t f u l  i f  r e a l  a m b i g u i t y  c o u l d  
a r i s e  ( " s t o p  d a t  k a n o n  v o l  k r u i d " ? ) .  T h e  o r i g i n a l  K o l l e w i j n  " V o o r s t e l l e n "  
p r o p o s e d  ' - d '  f o r  b o t h  m e a n i n g s ,  t h o u g h  t h i s  w a s  l a t e r  dropped. I t  i s  s t i l l  
g i v e n  i n  t h e  1954 W o o r d e n l i j s t  (p.zsccviii) a s  one o f  t h e  o n l y  t w o  t r u e  
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l  f o r m s  i n  t h e  p r e s e n t  s y s t e m  ( w i t h  " n o g / n o c h " ) .  H  i s  
h o w e v e r  o n  t h e  verge of being q u a s i - d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n a l ,  o n  a  par w i t h  " I c r i b /
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krip", and especially with "dog/doch", where the nninflectable word has a
phonetic spelling; it 12 ^ true differentiational form though, since the two 
forms are the same word,having acquired divergent meanings (exactly analogous 
to the English doublet "flour, flower").
For these letters there are very few pairs of homonyms. The pairs "fely^vcl,
faarii/vaarn" menti.onod by Bolhuis, the but, Moonen, and the Twe-spraack are kept 
distinct, in most normal pronunciations, by their different sounds. Because of 
the phonemic distribution of /f/ and /v/ in Dutch there can be no quasi- 
differentiational pairs, even if the consistent gelijkvormigheid ’-v' spelling 
were in use. Although there are words which are identical in the inflected 
forms but different in the basic form (graf, graven; graaf, graven) there are 
none identical in the uninflected form but with different inflected forms, to 
which a differentiational spelling on a par with "rad/rat" could be applied.
The 17th and 18th century spellings "graven, graaven" may be considered quasi- 
differentiational, but do not affect the use of consonants.
Only one differentiational form has ever been proposed. Gargon spells 
"'stof'... voor materie, of iets waar uit iets bestaat, of dat ons doet 
bedryven, en 'stov*, voor de geringe deeltjes van d'aard, die opstuiven". This 
has the backing of gelijkvormigheid (stof stoffen; stov stuiven) and etymology. 
The latter, however, has no inflected form, and a Iso has related forms H t h  
'f, such as "stoffen, stoffig".
NG:NK
In the now obsolete pronunciation of final 'ng' as /nk/, common up to the 18th 
century (cf. chap,2), it was relevant for Van der Schuere and others to point 
out thatt he gelijkvormigheid rules neatly separate potential homonyms such as 
"bank - bange, banl{ - banken" (p.24). But by their nature all such pairs are 
quasi-differentiational.
Only once has it been suggested to put this varying pronunciation, with its 
corresponding spelling, to use for homonym differentiation. TlnLs was in 1769 
when Zeydelaar declared that for him "'gang' met 'g', is de gang van een huis. 
’Gank', met 'k', is de gank van een/ mensch'". If he pronounced the two words
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differently then they are not really differentiational at all; if he pronounced 
them the najvio - either both /gnn/' or both / gai'jc/ - then they constitute a case 
very sinilsr i.o that described above for "Iznuid/lcruit",
lU;ICr;
bo differentiational forms have been suggested using these letters.
This, together with 'ch/r', is the only letter pair ever extensively used for 
true differentiation spellings, though the number is here substantially smaller. 
There are a few ouasi-diffcrentiational forms which have been put f orward at 
various times, usually to show that the rules which create them are worth 
adopting (of. D:T above). In this latter category fall "sullen/zullen, saai/ 
zaai", and often "sagen/zagen, siide/zijde", used in defence of the separation 
of 's' and 's', and "bo s/bosch, les/lesch, was/wasch, wassen/wasschen, gans/ 
gansch", used to defend the 'sch' spelling.
The first to use potential hornpnymy as an argunent for given fixed values 
to 's’ and 'a' was the Twe-spraack, which gives " ' saay' van Honskoteii ende 
'ick say', 'men sant' of heyligh ende 'zand' vande Duinen ... de 'sop' ende 
het 'aop', een 'sock' an de voet ende het 'zock' inde borsten, 'aonder sy' ende 
' ay' " (p. 45), In each of these the sound of the first letter is different. It 
is also possible that there was a similar difference between "sijde" (= silk, 
from -vulgar Latin "seta" with / s/) and "zijde", which the Bible translators 
kept distinct (Privatim Observata, ed, Zwaan line 297). "Zyde" (sil-:) is also 
one of the few words given an initial 'a-' by Plant!jn, including the cross- 
reference "Sijde oft zijde, do la soye, sericum, vide Zijde". Mellema has 
"zijde" for both, and Lilian has "sijdo" for both (for the reasons given in 
chap.11), so that Plraitijn may have had a reason for keeping them distinct.
The consistent separation of "sullen/zullen" is given by Sewel, Nyloë, 
Cramer, Bolhuis and the Nut works, as evidence of the : usefulness of the 
separation of 's' and The separation of "zijde/sijde" however became
less common as the latter adopted the Dutch / z/ pronunciation. The pair 
"sant/zand" mentioned by the Twe-spraack reappears in the introduction to the 
later edition of Pomey's dictionary in 1753 (see chap.11).
550.
For the pairs involving the presence or omission of '-oh' after the '-s', 
ivjst"normal" spellers up to and including To Winkel found little problem in 
separating "bos/bosch, tas/tasch, las/lasch" and other examples mentioned above, 
since they could call on the inflected form in support. The more so is this 
true for those times when the / ch/ was actually pronounced in the inflected 
form (see chap.If).
However, as soon as any prorpressive speller discarded the '-ch' he created 
homonyms. For most of the words this does not soemto have mattered, and only 
for "gans" have differentiational forms as such been proposed. Do Hubert 
wrote that he spelt " ' ganz ' met een/ a, om datnien seiit 'den ganzon dag', 'gans' 
met een/ 8, on datmen in 't meervoud seiit, 'de gansen'" - a quasi- 
differentiational form. Van dor Linden, who made a similar distinction in 
1696, was criticised by iiabus "'ganscho' gemaakt to hebben tot 'Ganze'...
Jal ... do 'ganschc Hernel' een 'ganze Hcmel'.,. als een and ere nolle Frans 
(lot een Sondaagsen naain 'bant Francisons')" (lockzaal July 1697, p.82).
Huydecoper was very critical of those who ignored the difference between 
"wasschen" and "wassen", although he admits there to be no difference in the 
(albeit "bedorven") pronunciation. Even Verwor used "ontwasschen" for "grow": 
"Dat Vondel alio toets cn navrage niet ontwasschen is...", in his letter to 
Roland of 1709. At a later date Still includes "bo sc h/bo s/bus" in the section 
on "Enige nuttigc onderscheidingen in de spelling", along with such as 
"liggen/leggen, vuur/vior" etc., and Zeydelaar gives "lasch/las, wascli/was, 
lesch/les" alongside "dicht/digt" etc.. Allied to such words in their form 
was the long contested distinction between adjectives and adverbs (e.g. in 
"ciagelijkscli/ dagelijks") described in chap. 13.
What were really also quasi-differentiational forms were the spellings 
proposed to distinguish the pronoun "ons" from the possessive "ons". One of 
the first to suggest this separation was Van Heule (2nd edition). On page 75 
he notes in the margin that "'Ons^' is Nostrum, en 'Ons' is Nobis en Nos". The 
apostrophe after the first is to show that the particular word is the shorter 
(i.e. uninflected) form of "onse". Beyer in I66I takes over this same spelling, 
but other works based on Van Heule, such as Hexham, Hillenius and Richardson, 
do not do so.
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In 1653 Lcuneniun suggested another form for this boinonyia. On the sane 
[youncis as Van Heule he proposes n pai'ullel distinction "scliry/ende het 
selistandig 'ons', en het hy/oeuglyk'on/', on het gevolg" (p.47; of, chap.12).
A third variation is found in some, but not all, users of the spelling in
gelijkvornigheid described in chapter 11. Here too the form "onz" was quite 
correctly deduced from "onze", alongside the undeclinable "ons"; these forms 
arc used by Gargon (1686) and Omits ( 1 8 2 4 ) fthough Gargon normally uses '-s'.
There arc onl^r two true differentiation forms involving ' s/z', namely the 
separations of "sijn" (possessive pronoun) from "sijn" (verb), and "sy"(pronoun) 
from "zy" (present subjunctive verb). Long before it was mentioned by any 
grammatical work the verb "zijn" and the possessive "sijn" had been kept apart; 
in fact there is already a tendency to this in riddle Dutch, showing a marked 
preference for 'z' in the verbal forms (see chap.11), though many works show 
"sijn" in both senses.
The prologue to the Ghent Boecius has 'z' only in "zijn" (verb), but uses 
"zy" (they) in the text alongside "sijn" (his). Other regular users of these 
separate forms include Van der VJerve, Plantijn (not Killan), Valeoogh,Goornhert, 
Van der Moot, Van Beaumont, Roemer Visscher, Van Borsselen, Eoetius à Bolswert, 
and many others, though few achieve total consistency.
This usage is not recommended by any grammar until the Bible translators 
resolutions in 1628. Here, briefly, they prescribe " ' zyn' esse: ' s^ /n' suus, 
Guum, ipsius" (Z.l). Undoubtedly this had great influence on the writing 
public and the use of this differentiation form continued unabated. The 
translators do not specifically mention the use of "zij/sij" (verb/pronoun), 
though this may be included in the Revisers comment (1633): "monet 'z' in verbo 
substantive. S in pronominibus". Users of this same system in the next few 
decades include Gats, Bontekoe, and Van der Vemie.
There is some evidence that a few made the same distinction the other way 
round ( a not infrequent occurrence also in other differentiation spellings, 
notably "digt/dicht, agt/acht"). Jan de Witt is a prime example of this: 
alongside "sijnde, sijn, sy" (verb forms) and the possessive "sijn", is to be 
found contrasted "zy" for "they/she". This is an uncommon usage, and may be 
connected with the reversal of the roles of 's' and 'z' in some writers about
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this time (see chap.11). De Witt uses ’s’ in all other words, including the 
unstressed pronoun ’se’ where no ambiguity could occur.
The next to recommend the alternation forms is Binnart. Already in 1635 
he lists "Zijn, zijnde" with "Zee" as the only words under the letter ’z’, but 
in the revised editions after 1659 enters only "zijn, zijnde", and explains in 
the introduction that "De woorden ’zijn, esse’, end 'sijn, suus', moeten 
verscheydelyck gespelt worden, om de differantie te kennen". This may be 
influenced by the Bible translators' usage, or possibly ultimately by Plantijn. 
Certainly influenced by the former is Laconis... in 1666, using 'z' only in 
"zijn" (to be). Other users at this time include Van Attevelt (1649 edition 
only) and Niervaert (1676).
For those who recommended the total avoidance of 'z', such as Winschooten, 
no such differentiation forms are acceptable (just as in rejecting 'ch' he 
rejects "noch, doch" etc.). Yet one thing is common to all those mentioned above 
as using this particular word pair: they all use initial 's' for / z/, making 
"zijn" the exception to their rule. But this was not to continue in this way. 
Gargon in 1636, using the then normal way (= the modern usage), makes an 
exception for "'t woordeken 'syn, suus', om het t'onderscheiden van 'zyn', den 
onbepaalden tyd, infinitive van 'ik ben'". In fact the same differentiation 
forms were preserved by many users of 'z-', so that now the whole situation is 
reversed, and it is the possessive "sijn" which constitutes the exception.
Users of 's-' continued to use the same forms as earlier writers, for 
example Leydekker, Kuyper, M.S., and Verwer. The latter is quite explicit as 
to his usage: the 's', he claims, should always be used in Dutch, with this 
one exception based on tradition, since "aliqui, inter quos Hugo Grotius, item 
Metaphraste Dordraceni, pinxerunt 'sijn' pronomen, & 'zijn' verbi substantivi 
infinitivum: ad rei, non soni, distinctionem". This last phrase is vital, 
as he is explicitly recommending it as a true differentiation.
Amongst 'z-' spellers however, this usage is now far less common, above all 
in the North, although De Vin, Van Haren, and a few others used it. The Sewel 
revision of La Grue contains a "Remarque touchant le pronomen 'se' ou 'ze'"
(p.150), but is not concerned with differentiation, and Overschie lists his 
personal pronouns (as examples for the use of 'y') as "hy, sy, zy, myn, syn ensvi'
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though he nakoG no conslstent distinction l^etween the two, nor between 
" zgni" and " syi" .
It is in the South that this differentiation was to receive its greatest 
supporte E.C.P. is one of the first to encourage it; "ik wenschte ook wel dat 
Men verse hi 1 maokte tu s sc lien de woordekens 'sijn (suus)' en 'zijn (esse:)' 
want dit dunkt my zcer nisselijk in onze Taal dat men schrwe en spelle: Godt 
is onsen Heer, en wy Z'YN ZYl'ï voile: Dat hy zig daer stelle, en ZY ZY daer 
(llle stot illic: ilia sit ibi,') ZY ZYN ZYN razen moede, Ik wenschte selfs
daor-by, dat men dit verschi1 niet alleen in 't spellen maer ook in 't spreken 
maokte; en dat men de S, in 'sijn, sijne, sijnen (suus vel ejus) sy (ipsa vol 
ipsi)' ook op sijn Eriessch wat meer door de tanden de sissen: en aldus 
(alth,ans ten deele) de ware uytspraek van de S. de aennemen" (p.27). Nis
statement is possibly unique in wishing to make the pronunciation of spoken
Dutch conform to a purely differentiational spelling.
Steven and Verpoorten, like E.G.P. regular 'z-' spellers, make the same 
differentiation, as do Pomey and the Snoeijmes. The latter comments that 
"van dit gevoelen zijn alle geleerde schoolmeesteren en alle taelkundige, en 
zoo word dit van alle geleerde drukkers in alle boeken onderhouden, gelijk men
in Brabant en Holland onentlijk ziet" - a clear statement on the popularity of
this usage, even if a little sweepingly exaggerated. Bineken also considered 
it "seer goed, dat men de voor-naamen 'syn, syne, synen, sy' met eene 's' 
schryve, om die te onderscheiden van de woorden 'zyn, zyide, zy, z^ rfc'".
But even in the Bouth now this usage was beginning to be contested. Des 
Roches, though mentioning it, does not use it. (Zeydelaar in the North uses 'a' 
in both as quasi-differentiational forms distinct from "sijn" “ "téken'L) Borne, 
such as Van Belleghem, still use the "sijn" pronominal form, but Janssens 
rejects it, as did all later .grammars, both the normal 's/s' spellers and the 
radical 's'-everywhere school of Van Daele and his followers.
This, one of the most persistent differentiational forms, began almost 
certainly in Middle Dutch, and faded out in the early 18th century in the 
North, and about 50 years later in the South.
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Other forms
Aport from those discussed above, there are a handful of miscellaneous
dif 1 orentiational forms sur psted at various times, falling in no particular
category.
,Sewel put forward "Wadto" with the '-te' suffix added to the stem 'wad-'. 
There is nothing at all exceptional about this spelling (cf. "breedte"), except 
that the lll/i. edition of his Gi.iide remarked that it furnished a useful 
distinction from "watte" (cottonwool, though Gewel himself had not mentioned 
this. This instances is an excellent example of the way in which those who 
were preoccupied with finding differentiational spellings were often blind to 
the almost impossibility of confusion (between "shallows" and "cottonwool) 
ever occuring.
Winschooten rejects all 'i-jr' spellings except in the word "ivrede" where he 
would seem to be avoiding potential homonjmiy with "vrede" (chap. 15). ^*any 
later gram'aims suggested that 'nr-' and 'i/r-' be kept apart because of the 
emotional difference which separated the words beginning with each combination.
Itruyskamp (Levende Talen 1969) rejected tie reform of '-isch' to '-ies' 
because it would cause homonymy, or homography, in "staties/staties" (from 
"statisch/ statie+d) and "logies/logies" (from "log!sch/ logies met ontbijt"). 
Cut this should have been an argument for changing '-tie' and 'g'=/zj/, not 
for rejecting '-ies' (see chap.13).
Zeydelaar decided to keep the Je tter 'x' in the Germanic loan "'Hex'...ter 
onderschoiding^ van 'heks' of van 't hèk" (see chap.16).
David felt that the long 's' (see chap.12) would be useful "om alle 
dubbelzinnigheyd voor to komen ... in 'ryk-staf (ryks-taf), koning-staf 
(konings-taf), dorp-slooper (dorps-loopcr)' enz.", the first of each pair, 
when written without the hyphen presumably, having the long 's'. This 
differentiational spelling is in fact a logical consequence of the rules 
governing the positioning of the long and curly 's', and was instinctively 
used by many (but not all) early xriters. David is trying, however, to 
re-introduce the system.
Both Sewel and Hooft make a distinction between some verb forms. The 
former in "ik geloof, ik geloove", reserving the latter rigorously for the
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Gubjunctlyo at a time when no such distinction was normal (see chao.l), and
the In.ttor in forms such as "H: schud, acht, sc hut, spat", so that "schudde, 
S'patto" etc. could bo clearly recognized as imperfect tense forms (Uaernemingeji 
I i n 01.9 ) - see chap, 17.
Sewel inclu.i/'-s in his ]loi, of differentation forms (1708) "Weder"(waither) 
and "wrider" (again), the former with a capital letter, framer makes a similar 
point in his grammar, bhourh with a much wider application; "die Hollander 
( gebrauchen) ♦.. grosse Buchstabon... s;ir fnter scheidung einiger Worter, als 
'Licht',..und 'ligt', 'Loven'.,,und 'lever'" (noun/adj, and nou.n/verb), It 
does not seem that this was a very comraon usage, although capitalisation 
practices varied often greatly (cf. Rabus and Van der Linden, chap.18).
Quite a number of suggestions have been made using double consonants. The 
Bible translators mooted sadt',..discriminis cause, et quod 'versadigen' 
habeat 'd'. 'satt' commode imnerfoeturn est a 'sitten'" (T.l). Beyer used a 
double final consonant to show that the preceding vowel of a bisyliable word was 
stressed, as in "borstel/uiostell’' (p. 107) - cf. font anus' s simibr comment given 
in chap.17, Smid's spelling "dogg" mentioned above may constitute another case. 
Van Heule introduced many double consonants in pronouns and articles, in order 
to distinguish various cases in the manner he had seen in German. Thus "Denn" 
was separated from "den", "derr" from "der", with corresponding forms for 
"hourr, onzenn, onzerr, dienn" etc, (l633 p.48, 52, 73 -6), '-'ome of the 
grammars based on Van Heule, such as Hexham, Beyer and Richardson, ore serve 
at least some of these forms, and sometimes add further examples (see chap.17).
Van Heule also proposed differentiational forms for subjunctive verbs, such 
as "hebbeën, zye’n, wezeeft, gaen, doen, staen" (p.91-5), and for the personal 
pronouns "hem/him" (acc/dat, p.73) similar to Hooft's suggested "hem/hum" on 
a par with "hen/'hun" (Waernomingen Ho.31)« These latter however would involve 
changes not only in spelling but also in the actual construction and form of 
the words, even in the spoken language, and cannot be described purely in terms 
of differentiational spelling.
In the history of Dutch spelling then a very great number of spellings have 
been put forward with a view to avoiding homonymy, especially in the early 13th
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century, but out of all those mentioned only "nog/nocli, dog/doch, loruid/lcruit" 
ai-e still in use, and of these the last two both have one form caused by 
gelijj-n^ormighcid (dogson, kruidcn) and one uninflocted word, so that tsey are 
not as purely differentiational as "no[/noclr', without being quasi- 
d iffcrentiational c1thor.
Whether the exi.stoneo of any of these is vital is arguable, and a groat 
many spellers have succcsfully managed without them. "Nog/noch" is a 
comparatively recent arrival (sid-late 17th century), arising when "nochte" 
began to die out; it would appear that for this pair most writers have felt the 
need for some difference, be it "noch/nochte" of "noch/nog". It is 
nonetheless difficult to imagine uncontrivod and natural sentences in which 
ambiguity of context could present absolutely no guide to the meaning, and 
there will always remain a large number of unavoidable homonyriis whicii 
apparently never cause problems of interpretation.
An example of a sentence in which the difference between "nog" and "noch" 
is useful can be found in Busken Huet’s article "Een avond aan het Hof" in 
De Gids, January 1365: "Beneden ons..,stroomde de Neckar; de hier nog 
onbevaarbare, nog wispelturige, nog bandeloze, maar die...een grootse toekomst 
voorspelt". The significance of this example is that it has not been invented 
specifically to show the difference between "nog" and "noch".
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Ghaptor 19: the alpliabotlcal names of the consonants
I! am os of lotbors
tamos of groups '■'f' letters 
Ref on,1 movements 
A Ip’n ohetlc a 1 order
TÎ10 development of the names given to the various consonants, though of
perioheral importance, sheds some light onto certain aspects of the development
of consonantal spelling, and also onto the interrelationship of various works.
For the great ’'la.jorLty of consonants the nanes have remained largely the same,
allov.rlng for .'minor differences of spelling, and it is surely no coincidence
that bhe letters causing the most discussion, even controversy, are those which
either did not appear in the Latin alphabet or had a new application.
The tpgses of name fall into several distinct groups, best treated separately:
"fe, Ce, De, Go, Je, Pe, Te" is the basic system for these consonants, and 
used by the vast majority throughout the whole development of written Dutch 
grammars. These names (though some works do not discuss the subject, or only 
in part) have been noted as used by De Keuiter, the Twe-spraack, Leur1er, Van 
der Schuere, Van ^oule, Dafforne, Ampzing, Van Gherwen, Plemp, Hexham, the 
Dutch Tutor, Fok, Leupenius, Van Atteveld, Van der Weyden, Beyer, Niervaert, 
Richardson, Winschooten, Van Helderon, Kuyper, Van Geesdalle, the Grammaire 
plus exacte, îTyloc, Sewel (Spraakkonst), Moonen, E.G.P., Steven, Kramer, 
Hougelenburg, Guno, Eincken, Des Roches, Van der PaLn, Van Belleghem f: 
Waterschoot, Janssens, Gramer, lîoltrop (G.W.), the Inleyding, Ballieu, 
Siegenbeek, De ITeckere, Behaegel, Terbruggen, Smits, Drill, Renier, To Winkel 
and all later works.
Of these works, "Je" is omitted by De beuiter, and later by Hexham, the 
Dutch Tutor, Van AtteVeld, Van der Weyden, Richardson, Des Roches, and 
Siegenbeek. "Ge" is omitted by Siegenbeek/Weiland, Behaegel, Suits, and has 
a variant form in Van Gherwen mentioned below, "Ge" also has a variant form.
Obviously little can be deduced from such a standard usage, but the 
deviations are more significant: "Bee, Gee, Dee, Gee, Jee, Pee, Tee" are used 
by Ilontaiius, Duikerius, Hakvoord, Van Belle, and are also given as contemporarv
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contemporary forms by Bomboff in the mid 19th continry. The motivation behind 
this spelling, as also behind those given next, was that the spelling "ie, Oe..." 
did not accnratë;:,r ronrosent the long vowel heard after the consonant. Van 
Uello omits "Co ", and Duikerius and Halrvoord (al'iost certainly influenced by 
tile former) both Have "Je" (sic).
"Be, Co, Do, Ge, Jo, Pe, Te": here the vowel quantity is shown by an added 
accent rather than by doubling. Those forms are used by Lambrecht, Sewel 
(Spraakkonst), Sewel/La Grue, Zeydelaar, Janssens, Stijl, Bildcrdijk, Olinger, 
Pyl, and are given as contemporary by Van den Ende. La Grue (jewel), Van den 
Ende, Olinger and Pyl ore uniting for a French audience. Sewel, mentioned in 
both of these lists, actually mixes the forms thus - "Be, Ge, De, Ge, Je, Pe,
To". These may be printing errors, and his revision of La Grue suggests that 
he preforod the accented forms. Only 3tijl, Zeydelaar and Gewel himself 
incl.ude "Je".
"Bea, Gea, Dea, Goa, Jea, Pea, Tea": these forms are only to be found in 
Du toil grammars written in English, and must therefore be counted as pseudo- 
Dutch spellings, with '-ea' given so that the English reader would read /e:/,- 
cf. the use of accents in French texts on Dutch mentioned above. These forms 
are to be found in Hexham, the Dutch Tutor, Hillenius, Sewel's English works, 
and Schwiers. The first two (the second is no more than a few pages of extracts 
from the other) mix two forms thus: "Bea, Ge, De, Ge, Pea, Te" and Hillenius 
has a variant for 'j' (sec below).
"Bije, Gije, Dije, Gije..." have not been encountered in any grammar, but 
are known to have been used in Groningen province up to the end of the 13th 
century. Hendrik Wester was responsible for bringing provincial usage into 
line with the standard system, though he does not mention the forms in his 
spelling book (see Vos, p.41).
Individual variants of these letters
C: Opposition to the name /se:/ comes as early as 1531 from De Heuiter. The
true sound of 'o', he claims, is /iq/, and this should be reflected in the name.
He also comments on the absence of 'k' in Latin, and the Roman pronunciation of 
the name of 'c' as /ke;/ in support of his suggestion. This must have been 
1-uioi/m to Van der Schuere, who writes that "'Ten soude ook niet onvoegelijk sijn.
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datmenze zulken naem gave, als haer kracht uyt-beld; Ook zoo weynig te 
berispen, als der Latijnen vernaminge van ‘ke* in *ce**' (p.15). His argument 
is that since the Romans did not hesitate to change the Greek letter and name 
’ke* to *ce*, the ^utch should have no qualms about reversing the change in 
favour of *k* and /ke:/.
It is not clear from Ampzing’s wording whether Mostart (whose book is now 
lost) wished to reform the name of the letter *c*, or to introduce one for the 
digraph *ch* (see below); he writes that *c* only occurs before *h*, "waerom 
David Mostart de *c* ’chi’ noerad, om dese haere uytsprake uyt te drucken*’(p.2l). 
It would appear to be a renaming of the letter *c*, for the other would be 
very radical at that time, and it is distinctly possible that the same idea is 
seen in Van Gherwen* s alphabet names "A be che de ...**, where *ch* appears 
instead of rather than in addition to the expected *o*. Van Gherwen usually 
follows the usage of the Twe-spraack, which, however, does not mention this 
suggestion. A parallel may be drawn with the contemporary spellings "chier, 
verchieren" with 'ch* representing /ts/ or prevocalic / s/ (see chap.2).
Montanus echoes De Heuiter's connection of *c* and 'k‘, adding also *q*.
This sound /k/ bears the names "‘kaa*, of *quu*, of ooc zeer ongevoechelijc 
*cee‘ (de ‘o' als een ‘ s* uitgesproken)*' (p.82). He prefers the name *kee* 
for this sound, be it spelt *k* or *c*. Although later writers, such as Moonen, 
knew of De Heuiter* s argument, none went so far as he or Montanus in wishing to 
actually change the name, -^ nd the name *chi* or 'che* died out, probably 
because of the moves concerning the digraph *ch* discussed below.
G: Because of the influence of French, it was very common in earlier times to
find the name of the letter * g* pronounced /ze:/. De Heuiter, in line with his 
objection to what he considered a corrupt pronunciation of /se:/ for *c*, also 
rejected the misnaming of *g': **A).zomen dees letter overal qualic nomt, heeft 
zij grote gemeenschap met 'j' consonant". One should rather, he claims, 
pronounce /che:/..."alzo den Brabander 'ghei "* (p.47).
Again Van der Schuere echoes this: "Eenige noemenze *zje*, gelijk de 
Francoyzen; Ende van ander wordze *dje* genoemd. Zommige gevenze ook den 
eygentlijken naem van *je*... Maar ander (van welker gevoelen wy ook zijn)
560.
willen vel liever dat wyze ... zullen *ge* heeten",- namely with the 
fricative. Montanus has a similar comment on "*dje* - welken naem by sommige 
ooc in gebruik is, om daer meede verkeerdelijc de * g* te beteikenen".
Later opposition to such misnamings came from Winschooten ("...alsof wij 
seiden ’sje’"), Steven (who used 'ghe* with a self-admitted superfluous *h* to 
avoid the pronunciation which he gives as "dse"), Janssens (against 'dje* 
mooted by Van Belleghem and Waterschoot), and Behaegel (against ’dge',p.l89). 
This French name would seem to have been very stubborn, especially in the 
South, persisting at least until the early 19th century. Some grammars evaded 
the issue: Pyl gives no name for the letter at all, nor a description àf the 
sound, because "il n'est pas possible de l'exprimer par des lettres frangoises*^.
Several grammars, apart from Steven mentioned above, inserted 'h* after the 
' g' in the name, possible for the same reasons. %chardson and Jaarsveldt have 
■ghe" and Hillenius, Sewel's English works, and Schwiers all have "ghea". 
Possibly along the same lines. Van Geesdalle uses ' gue', and Janssens has "Gué" 
in the "Letterrol" of his "Practical Dutch Grammar" (elsewhere "ge", even in 
the same book). The latter work also includes "gay" (for the benefit of English 
readers) as a simulated "Hollandsche Uitspraak" (p.17). Sexagius, much earlier, 
had mooted "ga" as an alternative to "ge", which he also uses, in the 
appendix - cf. "fa, va" below.
J: The name of this letter, like 'g*, was often given as /ze:/, and is eqjiaLly
often rejected by purists. In the earliest grammars is was simply referred to 
as the consonantal 'i', and was often not even granted a place in the alphabet, 
being regarded merely as a variant form of the same letter. The Twe-spraack is 
the first to suggest the possibility of "de *j* een meklinker zynde oock 'je* 
(te) noemen" (p.47). Van der Schuere also regards "je" as the "eygentlijken 
naem van (J)" (see above under *G*). This name is a Iso put forward by Ampzing 
(p.24), Leupenius, Van Helderen (rejecting "jod"), and C.W.Holtrop (rejecting 
"Ye" - cf Hillenius and Richardson below).
The name "jod" or "jot" was often used on classical grounds, e.g. by Van 
Atteveld, Van der Weyden, NyloS, Richardson, being rejected by Van Helderen. 
"Yota" is also used by Richardson, who in common with Hillenius yields the
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third alternative "ye", presumably intended to represent the normal /je;/ for 
English Readers. At a much later date Des Roches suggests "ja" by analogy with 
other letters and German usage (see below). Bolognino, rejecting "jot", is 
alone in suggesting "ji", which is inspired by the origin of 'j* as a variant 
of *i* - "om aldus kennelijcker te maken het onderscheyt tusschen dese twee 
letteren * j* consonant ende ‘i* vocal" (p. 14, 21).
F.L.M.N.R.S
Two basic names have been given to these letters; "Effe, elle, emme, enne, 
erre, esse" and "Ef, el, em, en, er, es". The latter is the most common, being 
used by all those in the extensive list given for "Be, Ge..." with the exception 
of Sexagius, Meurier, Ampzing, Leupenius, Heugelenburg, Steven, and Van 
Belleghem & Waterschoot, and with the addition of Lambrecht, De Berd, Montanus, 
Hillenius, Duikerius, Sewel* s English works and revision of La Grue, Zeydelaar, 
Stijl, Schwiers, Bolhuis, Bomhoff, and Olinger.
The origin of the bisyllabic names is obscure, though it must be connected 
with the fact that all these letters are liquids or fricatives. Theories have 
been put forward, though inconclusively. Certainly these names are very old, 
though they were long excluded from grammars. They were known to Dafforne, and 
earlier to De Berd, whose lost book of 1588 is quoted by Dafforne as condemning 
them: "De letteren (zeyt hy) moeten de kinderen aldus uyt spreken *ef. ..el, em, 
en,...er, es*. Maer niet *effe,...elle, emme, enne,...erre, esse*. ^T ghebruyk 
dezer staarten is waerdigh mispreezen:/ Want 'thangt de Kinderen aen, als zy 
willen leezen", - the last section is a rhymed couplet. A similar comment is 
given by Van der Weyden - that "men niet en mag zeggen *bee, cee, dee, effe, gee, 
elle, emme, enne, erre, esse* &c*,' and later by Bincken"... en niet *bee, dee, 
effe, elle, emme, enne* enz.".
In 1654 the bi syllabic forms are given as contemporary by Van den Ende, who, 
like Van der Weyden, rejects them. Only one grammar up to that date had actually 
given them as acceptable alternatives, and this was Montanus - "ef, effe; em, 
en, enne; er, erre" (p.74). Sewel also gives them as alternatives in his 
Spraakkonst, but not in his works written in English.
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Not until Steven* s "Voorschriftboek" are the longer forms given without 
the alternatives "ef, el" etc. (the vital letter, as it were, is often 
capitalised as "eF, eL*' etc. in most periods, e.g. Van Heule and Van der Palm). 
Later grammars to adopt this same usage were Van Belle, Van Belleghem & 
Waterschoot (criticised by Janssens), Cramer (earlier editions), the Groningen 
provincial usage condemned by Wester (see above), Bomhoff (as alternatives), and 
Smits (for "effe, esse" only).
Bilderdijk had his own theory on these name forms, based on the distribution 
of letters in ^utch spelling. In older spelling patterns *b, c, d,* etc, only 
appear in initial position in a word or syllable and were consequently given the 
names "Be, Ce, De...", in contrast to "Effe, elle, emme..." which were not thus 
restricted, - "deae benaming wijst dus aan dat deze zeven letters tevens 
sluitletters en aanvangletters zijn. ... Met de tegenwoordige wyze van spellen 
waarin men de sylben of woorden op alle letters behalven *v* en * z* laat eindigen, 
zouden wy naar dit beginsel even zoo de *b* *ebbe*, de *d* *edde’, de *g'*egge*, 
de *k* *ekke', de *p* ’eppe', de *t* ’ette’, ja de *w* *ewwe* moeten noemen".
It would be better on the whole, he concludes, "die oude tweesylbige namen der 
letters te verbannen".
These names were still in current use at the time of Bilderdijk*s writing; 
Behaegel (1817) considers it "eenen misslag de zamenklanken (=consonants) aen 
de kinders te leeren uytspreeken in twee lettergreepen: als 'effe ... elle, 
emme, enne, erre, esse*". Bomhoff (1854) still gives the forms in brackets as 
0ontemporary alternatives.
Individual variants
Fa is used by Sexagius (D4 v* ) - "*F* facilius ab *f * distinguatur *va* & *fa* 
inter se conferendo" (for *F* as opposed to *f* see chap.7). Although the 
first-mentioned "va" was later adopted for *v*, the name "fa" is never seen again, 
Ar is equally exclusive, found in De Heuiter alongside the normal "er".
Esse/es Because there were two forms of the letter *s* (see chap. 12), some 
attempted to give them different names. This move was started by the Twe-spraack 
- "De voor8te noem ik *esse*, om die vande kleine in de naam te onderscheiden,
alzo deze nimmermeer int leste vant woord, ende de kleine niewers elders mach 
staan" -a^variation of Bilderdijk* s theory, though with an important difference
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of emphasis# Van Gherwen copies this usage (as he did other of the Twe-spraack's 
usages, cf* chap.8); "...er esse es te...". Neither the Twe-spraack nor Van 
Gherwen use the other bisyllabic names. As late as 1816 De Neckere has the 
same sequence of letters, though all other grammars, even though listing both 
forms of the letter 's', only gave them one name between them.
Es/se, er/re On the same lines as "esse/es" a few distinguished the long 
from the curly 's', and the round 'ç' from the straight 'r' in this way. This 
appear to affect only Sewel in his "Spraakkonst", and Gramer. The former, 
describing the usage of the variant forms of 's' and 'r', gives "re en er" as 
the names (p.2), and Cramer, much later on, writes that "De 'ç' is eigentlijk 
're', en de *r' 'er' genoemd...(want) de 'ç' dient om een woord of lettergreep 
te beginnen, en de andere 'r', om dezelve te sluiten. ... ter zelfden einde... 
de lange */“' (eigentlijk 'se' genoemd) dient om een woord of lettergreep te 
beginnen, en de korte 's' ('es' geheeten) om dezelve te sluiten". This is 
contained in all editions of Cramer up to 1897, though it is doubtful if this 
practice was current as late as that.
The rest of the consonants do not allow grouping, and are treated individually. ,
H By far the most common, and normal, name-form for this is "Ha", being used 
since Lambrecht. The only exceptions in name and spelling have been;
Ha given by Lambrecht, and later rejected by Van den Ende 
Haa given by Duikerius and Hakvoord on the same grounds as the double vowel 
spellings "Bee, Cee..."etc., thout not as common since "Ha" was not capable of 
the same mispronunciation as "Be, Ce" etc.
Haa given by Hillenius; the circumflex may be for the absent '-ts' (see below)
Haw in Sewel's English works, and in Schwiers, for the benefit of Englishmen 
Hao given by Meurier ("H, ê detta hao") - in imitation of the "dark" /a;/.
Hee is used by Montanus ("gemeenelijc 'haa' genoemt") by analogy with "Be,Ce..." 
He is similarly used by the Southern works of Steven, Van Belleghen & 
Waterschoot, and Ter Bruggen.
The most argument surrounded the borrowed French name "hache", and its 
Dutch variants. This occurred in early times, Lambrecht using "ha of haats".
He is the only grammar to give both as alternatives, and by I584 De Heuiter
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was already rejecting it: "Leert die kinderen zeggen *ha', niet 'haetse*, op 
dat zij van geen letter een Franse bijl maken " (p.49 - "hache" is French for 
"axe"). De Berd included "haetse" in his warning given above (his comments 
on letter-names show much similarity with De Heuiter*s). The name seems to 
have been most common in the South, probably because of the greater proximity 
of French speaking areas and influence. Steven ivrites that "De H noemen hier 
zommige 'atse* ofte 'h a c h e * (men) behoord() die... te neomen *Ha* ofte *He*", 
and Des Roches warns that "voor al zy men bezorgt de *h*, geene 'atsche*, maer 
*ha* te noemen".
The only instance noted of a grammar giving "hache" on].y is Janssens* s 
"Spel-konsté" (1175). He has a good reason for this, in that in his system *h* 
is ideally used only "om eigen Naemen en onegte Woorden te spellen" (cf. the 
Flemish habit of dropping initial *h') - and as it occurred on3.y in foreign 
words it could be comfortably allowed to retain its foreign name. Consequently 
it also appears at the end of the alphabet and not in its normal place (see below)
K The normal name "Ka" is used by almost all grammars, with the variants 
Kaa in Duikerius and Hakvoord (only)
Kaw in the grammars in English by Sewel, Janssens (=Janson) and Schwiers 
Keah in the similar work by Hillenius
Ca in Pyl (1816); Meurier gives "K pro cao" as a simulated pronuncation of /ka;/ 
Kee is used by Montanus by analogy ("nae geiijkheit van de andere") for *c*&*k*. 
Ke is a minor variant used by Sexagius, De Heuiter (p.42) alongside "ka" (p.32, 
50), Steven (alongside "ka"), and Janssens. This is clearly by analogy with 
"be, ce, de," etc.
g The basic name for this letter, pronounced /ky;/, has had a remarkable 
variation of spelling through the centuries. The earliest form is 
Cu given by Lambrecht, later as an alternative by Hexham. The next form is 
Qu presumably with a full vocalic value given to the *u*, rather than the semi­
vowel heard in such as "qualik". This form is used by De Heuiter, who rejects 
the French pronunciation, which he represents by "Ku". The difference is 
probably one of lip rounding i.e. /k^y;/ and /icy;/ respectively (see chap.10).
The same form "qu" is used, without comment, by Van der Schuere, Hexham (as a
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variant). Van Atteveld, Van der Weyden, Kuyper, Van Geesdalle, the Graimaire 
plus exacte, Steven, Bincken, Des Roches, Ballieu, Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, 
the Inleyding, and Ter Bruggen - all but the first five are Southern works.
Que is the Northern counterpart of "Qu". It is first given by the Twe-spraack:
"de ’q ’, die ick *que* no erne" (p.$4), which is copied by Van Gherwen and Kok, 
and is later used by Van Heule, from whom it is borrowed by Beyer, Hillenius
and the Dutch Tutor, though not by Hexham or Richardson. Later users include
NyloS, Moonen, and Van der Palm. It is possible that the Twe-spraack* s comment 
that he uses *u* after 'q* in the name because of the normal use of * qu-' 
"alzomenze int spellen bezight", might be interpreted as indicating a name 
pronounced /kwe:/ - i.e. similar to "bee, cee" etc. (possibly also /k^ye:/ or 
/kya/) otherwise the '-e* would be superfluous. Apport for this comes from 
De Berd and Van den Ende, who reject contemporary forms "quwe" and "quyuwe" 
respectively, which must have had one of the latter pronunciations. Van 
Helderen, in his"Kort-8chrift-Boek", also comments that "'qu* heb ik ... in een 
letter, heet se 'kwe'", though this does not imply the same name for 'q'.
Minor variants are;
Quu used by Duikerius (not by Hakvoord), and the 1757 edition of Bincken 
Quu used by Montanus (p.82)
Quw used by E.G.P.
With the change in spelling from *qu-' to *kw-* the name of *q' also 
underwent modernisation in its spelling. "Qu" yielded to
Ku as early as 1627 in Dafforne, and was later used by Richardson, Hakvoord, 
Zeydelaar, Gramer, Holtrop, Bilderdijk and most subsequent works. Bomhoff gives 
Kuu as a contemporary alternative to "ku".
Kuw is used by Sewel in his English and Dutch works, and later by Schwiers.
Kuuw is the form used by Stijl.
Possible at play in some of these names were the varying theories governing 
use of final '-u' and '-uw' (chap. 15). In some of the works written for Germans 
imitated pronunciations are given, such as "ktlh" (Guno), and "ktt" (Jaarsveldt).
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V Because of its origins, this letter was often simply referred to as the 
consonantal *u’ in earlier times (e.g. Lambrecht), and consequently (like 'j') 
often omitted from the alphabet as a mere variant of the latter. It was also 
sometimes referred to as "enkel u" (rejected by De Neckere). The earliest name 
Va is possibly influenced by the Hebrew name "vau", as used in German. For 
Sexagius, however, being the first to mention it, it may have simply been by 
analogy with "fa, ga", which he also suggests. The form is taken up by De 
Heuiter ("Die vocaal 'u* heeft *va* voortsgebraht"), and later by Twe-spraack 
(p.46), Van der Schuere, Van Heule, Van Gherwen, Dafforne, Kok, Leupenius, 
Beyer. It then died out, but was resurrected in 1761 by Des Roches; "*J,v,w* 
worden van de Duitschers 'ja, va, wa', en van de Hollanders 'je, ve, we' ^ noemt; 
men kieze uyt deeze benaemingen, welke men wilt". Rather than have the same 
usage as the North a few Flemish grammars chose the German names, e.g. De 
Neckere. Janssens has "va" in his ^nglish works, but only in the simulated 
pronunciations for English readers, representing /ve;/. In the middle of the 
17th century the earlier form "va" yielded to
Ve for reasons which are obscure, though it was probably due to analogy with 
other consonants. Its first appearance is in Kok (1649) where it figures as a 
variant "ve oft va". Only in I683 is it adopted as the only form in a grammar, 
as used by Winschooten ("...dat een Fries ... een F gebruikt, daar wij ons met 
de Ve vergenoegen"). Thereafter it is adopted by Van Helderen (I686), Kuyper, 
Nylo§, Moonen, Hakvoord, E.G.P., Steven, Heugelenburg, Guno, Bincken, Gelliers, 
Van der Palm, Ballieu, Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, Janssens, Gramer (early 
editions), Holtrop, the Inleyding, Welland/Siegenbeek, Behaegel and all 
later works ih both North and South. The variant spelling 
Vee is used by Montanus, 14 years before Kok's "Ve", and later by Duikerius,
Van Belle, and Bomhoff.
Ve is used by Sewel in his Spraakkonst and revision of La Grue, Stijl, 
Zeydelaar (Verhandeling), Janssens, Gramer (later editions), Olinger,Jaarsveldt. 
Vea is the simulated pronunciation used by Sewel and Schwiers.
Vau is the classical name, and is found mainly in the latter half of the 17th 
century. It is used, or mentioned, by Van Atteveld, Van der Weyden, Bolognino, 
Richardson, Van Geesdàlle, NyloS (as an alternative to "ve"), and the earlier
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editions of Cramer. It is also rejected by Van Selderen.
Vu together with "ji, wu" is given by Bolognino as preferable to "jot, vau, 
dubbel u", all three forms being unique to him. "Vu" is modelled in the same 
way as "ji" (see above). However both Hillenius and Richardson have the similar 
Vuw the latter, like Bolognino, as an alternative to "vau".
Hve is the other main variant, though it is not recommended by any grammar, ^t 
is condemned by several, however, including Van den Ende, Gelliers, Cramer, 
C.W.Holtrop, and Behaegel - covering a period of over 150 years.
Hy is a very minor form used only in Buys's revision of Sewel's dictionary in 
1766, and as a third alternative (with "ve, vau") by Cramer's early editions.
W Like 'v' this letter originally had a name describing its origin. As this
was as a separate doubled 'uu' (or more usually 'w'), sometimes written as a
ligature but often kept apart, the name was naturally the equivalent of English
"double-u" or French "double-ve". A great many variants of this name have
appeared during its currency from the l6th to the 18th century:
duplex w used by Sexagius
dubbel w  rejected by the Twe-spraack
dubbel-uu rejected by Van Atteveld
dubbel-u rejected by Steven
dubbele uve rejected by Cramer
dubbele u rejected by Moonen and Behaegel
dubbelde uu used by Montanus (p.74)
dubbelde u used by Zeydelaar (1781)
dubbeld' uu rejected by Gelliers
dubbeld' uve rejected by Gelliers
dubbeld w  rejected by Cramer
dubbelduw rejected by Cramer
dubbeldu rejected by Zeydelaar
dubbelde uwe rejected by C.W.Holtrop
dobbel uwen used by Lambrecht
dobbel-u used by Bincken and Ballieu, rejected by Steven
dobbele u rejected by De Neckere 
dobbeld u rejected by Van Helderen
dobbelduw used in Buys's revision of Sewel* s dictionary 1766
dobbelduwe rejected by Van den Ende
Hillenius and Richardson have the anglicised forms "double ou" and "double u",
Cuno has "doppelt v", the Grammai]% plus exacte uses "we (vulg. double v)", and 
Sewel* s revision of La Grue has "double v". Almost every grammar has a 
slightly different form for this name, influenced largely by differences in 
vocabulary (dubbel/dobbel, dubbeld/dobbeld ejsc), rather than intended as 
different names.
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With the development of the acceptance of *w* as a letter in its own right,
Wa became the normal name until the mid 17th century. Thename of this letter 
develops almost exactly parallel to that of *v', except that "wa" first appears 
in De Heuiter, who also pleads for the use of 'w* rather than *uu*. This name 
is used by all those mentioned above as using "va" for *v', plus Ampzing who 
refers to "de 'w' ofte 'wa', (alsze sommige noemen)" on p. 17.
We superceded "wa" and is used by those who used "ve" for 'v' with the 
exception of Bincken, Gelliers, and Ballieu (see above), and with the addition 
of Richardson and Van Geesdalle.
We is used by the users of "ve" with the addition of Cramer
Wea like "vea" is used by Sewel and Schwiers for English readers
Wu is suggested by Bolognino; "dubbel u ... ick noemse 'wu', om te toonen
datse ooc luydt met de 'u'".
Wee is used, like "vee", by Duikerius, Van Belle, Zeydelaar, and Bomhoff.
In addition there is also the Hebrew name
Waw "...gemeenlijc 'vau' genoemt", which Montanus equates with 'w' rather than
with 'v' as was normally done (see above). A similar name is used by Van der
Weyden and Van Atteveld; "Men laat een ider Klerc en Letter-zetter we ten/ Dat
'wau' misbruykelijc is dubbel-uu geheten" (Van Atteveld).
X Here there is only one basic name, but with several slight vacations 
Ics is the earliest, given only by Lambrecht. It was followed by 
Ix used by De Heuiter, the Twe-spraack, Dafforne, the Dutch ^utor, Sewel (all 
works), Duikerius, Van Geesdalle, the Grammaire plus exacte, E.C.P., Steven, 
Cuno, Bincken, Des Roches, Ballieu, Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, Stijl, Cramer 
(early editions), the Inleyding, Schwiers, and Ter Bruggen -mostly Southern.
Ex enjoyed its greatest popularity in the North in the 17th century, being 
used by the Twe-spraack (p.A8, "ix" p.52), Van Heule, Van Cherwen, Hexham, Kok, 
Van Atteveld, Van der Weyden, Beyer, Hillenius, Richardson, Winschooten, Van 
Helderen, Kuyper, Nyloë, Moonen, and Hakvoord. At a later date it was talcen up 
by Van der Palm, Janssens (in "Practical Dutch Grammar" only), and De Neckere.
With the adoption of the change from 'x' to 'ks* the name spelling changed: 
Iks is used by Van der Schuere and Dafforne (also "ix"), followed much later
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by Ten Kate, Zeydelaar, G.W.Holtrop, Cramer, Behaegel, and most subsequent
works. A corresponding change form "ex" is found in the spelling
Eks in Bomhoff (alongside "iks") and Van der Pyl
Ikx is given as ah alternative by Duikerius, and the bisyllabic
Ixe (cf "effe") is rejected by Van den Ende.
Ikse is similarly rejected by Bilderdijk and Behaegel.
Z For this letter two basic names are found, with several variants, either 
by analogy with other consonants or subject to classical influence.
Ze is used by Sexagius, De Heuiter, Van der Schuere, Van Heule, Van Gherwen, 
Dafforne, Hexham, the Dutch Tutor, Kok, Kuyper, Van Geesdalle, Nyloe, Moonen, 
Steven, Zeydelaar, Van der Pal^ Van Belleghem & Waterschoot, Janssens, Holtrop, 
the Inleyding, Siegenbeek/Weiland, Behaegel, Ter Bruggen, and Snits. This 
form is used in both North and South, and in most periods. Variants include 
Ze used by Stijl and Janssens (Practical Dutch grammar)
Zee used by Montanus and Van Belle.
The classical name, by analogy with Greek, is found until about 1700:
Zeta is used by Ampzing, 4nids, E.G.P., Bincken, Des Roches, and Ballieu, but
was earlier rejected by Sexagius and De Heuiter. It was often used by those
who did not regard ’z* as a Dutch letter, e.g. Ampzing, ^kids and EiC.P, among 
those just mentioned (cf. also Van Rusting chap.11). Popular usage changed thisto 
Zeet used by Lambrecht, the Twe-spraack (p.52), Van Atteveld, and Van der 
Weyden. It was rejected by Van den Ende, and is sometimes also found spelt as 
Zeed e.g. by Hakvoord.
Zede is also rejected by Van den Ende, and a variant of this 
Zade is given as an alternative by Nylo^.
For a great many grammarians the name changed more radicaLüy.
Zedde is used by the Twe-spraack (p.A8), though it is rare at this early date. 
Later on it is used by the later editions of Cramer, by Schwiers, De Neckere, 
Bomhoff (as an alternative), and is rejected by Bilderdijk along with all 
other bisyllabic forms. De Neckere also mentions that the name »word ook 
^ytgesproken "zidde".
Occasionally the name received an extra sound, origin obscure, and became
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Zeddet as used by Sewel in his Dutch and English works, and also in his 
revision of La Grue, from where it was borrowed by Guno,
Zeded is also used by Zeydelaar in his Verhandeling". An abbreviated form 
Zedd* is found in the earlier editions of Cramer, and can be regarded as a 
transitional form between "Zedde" mentioned above, and the later 
Zed This is used as early as in Dafforne (alongside "ze"), and later by 
Beyer, Hillenius, Richardson, Duikerius, Van Helderen, Heugelenburg, Zeydelaar 
(as a variant), Weiland (as a variant), Bomhoff, Olinger, Van der Pyl, 
Jaarsveldt, and most later works.
Zet is a minor variant of this used in the Grammaire plus exacte of 1701. 
Extension of names to extra-alphabetical combinations
CH It has on several occasions been suggested that common combinations such as 
'ch* and *sch’ should be regarded as one letter (cf. chap.3), and some took the 
further logical step of including them in their alphabet (see below), and giving 
them individual names. The digraph 'ch* has the most extensive history in this 
respect, undoubtedly because it could be identified with Greek This is
done for example in the Twe-spraack, but not until Montanus did any suggestion 
come to invent a name for the Dutch *ch* (though Mo start and Van Gherwen use 
"chi/che" for 'o’, and Plemp speaks of "de ch" in the same way as "de c, de g, 
de v" etc.). This digraph, he claims, is "geen verschillende twee letteren... 
maar alleen een enkelde letter". The name moreover should ideally be "ech" - 
"omjdatse als een Voorletter zeldem, en als Naeletter dikwils in onze spraec 
gebeezicht wort". He specifically rejects "chee", which form may thus have 
been known to him.
A further century passed before any one else took up this argument, in the 
person of Ten Kate: "Indien men zig ontslaat van dien verbijsterenden:6wden 
naam van 'Cehat, en dit lettertéeken 'GHi* of ’GHe’ noemt..." (I, 123). Ten 
Kate certainly had more success than Montanus, and his suggestion is talcen up 
by Van Belle (who often refers to Ton Kate - see chap.7) : "De Griekse *GH', te 
dwaas 'Gee-Ha' geheeten / By plaatterts, ja by hen die beeter weeten,/ Verdient 
(als Duits) den Duitsen naam van 'Ghee’" (1746 p.12, similar 1755 p.6).
Ten Kate's comment is also echoed in the Taal en Dichtkundige Bijdragen of
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1760 (1.216): "Men heevt (ch) aentezien voor een ondeelbaer letterteeken, en 
CHe of CHi te noemen". Stijl and Pieterson, both writing in 1776, are of the 
same opinion. The former says that "de naem en klank niet ' ce-ha' ,maar 
enkelvoudig »che' is", and the latter (Rhapsodia II), referring to both Ten 
Kate and Van Belle, also chose "che". Even the Nut works adopted this, both in 
the Spel- en lees boekjen voor eerst beginnenden (1786^,1789^,1805*^), and in 
Varick's Rudimenta. These too chose "che" rather than "chi": "De *ch* en 'sch* 
moeten niet 'c h* of 's,c,h* uitgesproken worden, maar als een enkele klank of 
letter 'che, sche? ".
This name had a very good chance of becoming accepted in the normal Dutch 
alphabet, and indeed "Che" was adopted by Weiland and Behaegel in this way. 
Bilderdijk, with the alternatives of Ten Kate, comments that "het ware niet 
onvoeglijk dat men by ons die 'ch' (gelijk thands de Duitschen doen) als een 
letterteeken aanmerkte en 'che' of 'chi' noemde" (Spraakleer, 40). Suits too 
had adopted "che" in his reforms, and Bomhoff, probably influenced by Weiland, 
included "chee".
There have thus been two different names; "chi" on the Greek model, used by 
Ten Kate, the Bijdragen, and Bilderdijk; and "che" given by the same and also 
by Van Belle, Stijl, Pieterson, Nut, Varick, Weiland, Behaegel, &its, and 
also Bomhoff with "chee", by analogy with his other letter names (see abeve). 
The reform was not taken up by Te Winicel, and has not recurred.
SCH Only three grammars extended this "che" spelling for 'ch' to cover 'sch' as 
well. Montanus includes in his very radical suggestion given below the name 
"schee", but the first notion of the name outside this sweeping idea is seen 
in Van Helderen's "Kort-Schrift-Boek". As he felt it cumbersome in his short­
hand system to have three letters for such a common sound, he scrapped them: 
"'sche' heb ik in een letter: noemt se 'sche'". Whether this had any influence 
on contemporary usage is doubtful, and no more mention is made of it until the 
above-mentioned Nut work. Snits too added "see" (= /sche:/), since "men weet 
dat het spellen van es-ce-ha gansch ongerijmd is" (p.11).
NG Two grammarians have proposed a name for this digraph, regarding it as an 
indivisible sound; they are Montanus and Ten Kate. Montanus (p.77-9) gives the
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name "eng", or, if analogy with "effe, elle..." is desired, "engnge". Ten 
Kate does the same, giving "iKG", and also includes »nk': "De CH, NG en NK, die 
men *CHe*,'iNG*, en *eHK' mag noemen..." (1,122). Montanus similarly extends his 
form to cover "enj, enjnje" for the sound in "Franje, Oranje, Spanje".
Montanus's reform
Montanus had a very ambitious reform proposal, covering all the consonants, 
not only singly but also in their various combinations. It has been seen above 
that he often differs from his contemporaries in using '-ee' name-forms 
instead of '-a' (hee, kee, vee), but he did not stop there; "Het getal van 
(tweedubbelde Voorletteren) is tamelijc groot, onder de welke in onse tael 
sonder menging gebruikelijc zijn de volgende 'wr, gr, gl, gn, vr, vl, dr, br, 
bl, si, sn, sm, sch, st, sp, fr, fl, kr, kl, kn, tr, pr, pi': Als te hooren is 
in 'wreeken, greep, gloet, gnor, vry, vlam' &c. Men mach elc noemen met 
naemen, die gemengt zijn ult de naemen haerder Enkelder Letteren: als de 'wr', 
noemende 'uw-er', de 'gr', 'gee-er' &c. Of anders met haer eige samengevoecht 
geluit, en 'ee' achter aen: Als met 'wr'ÿ te heeten 'wree', en 'gr', 'gree'
&c... Op gelijke wijze als de tweedubbelde Voorletteren, conmen deeze ooc elc 
noemen; als de 'schr' 1. 'es-ech-er', 2. 'schree*... 1.'Erps' 2. 'Er-pee-es',
1. 'Elpt', 2. *El-pee-tee'... 1. 'tstree', 2. 'Tee-es-tee-er'... 1. 'Elpst',
2. 'El-pee-es-tee'" (pp. 101, 107,108,109) - nb the combinations which only 
appear at the end of a word have a prefixed 'e-' rather than suffixed '-ee'.
His suggestion of "ech, schee, eng, enj" can be seen to be part of this.
Van den Ende's reform, and its emulators
Van den Ende, writing in 1654, furnishes the second attempt to change the 
names of the letters of the alphabet, in a way radically different from that of 
Montanus. The latter wished to rationalise the names, iron out the 
inconsistencies (ha/be etc.), and extend the application to new letters and 
combinations. Van den Ende had no wish to change or augment the alphabet, but 
wished to give new, and more logically constructed names to the existing letters. 
This suggestion consisted in adding '-e' (pronounced /a/, / e/ or /e;/?). 
Because most consonants could appear both in initial and in finai position in 
the contemporary gelijkvormigheid system, he wished to reflect t his in a second
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name to be given to such letters when appearing in final position. I.e© when 
the letter appeared initially, e.g. in "bed", it was called "Be", and when in 
final position, e.g. in "heb", it was to be oaLled "Eb". Montanus had the germ 
of this theory in his name "ech" (see above).
Thus Van den Ende's full reformed alphabet reads;
"be ce de fe ge he je ke le me ne pe que re se te ve we xe ze
eb ed ef eg ek el em en ep er es et ex ez"
The blinks represent letters which cannot appear in the given position in his
system (final ’c, h, w' etc.). The 1681 edition, revised by D'Arsi, varies
slightly in including "ec", changing "que" to "qe", and oddly excluding "je,ke".
Although this system did not find support, it did receive attention from 
later works. Moonen (p.2) quotes him (inaccurately) as using "B*, ^B" (i.e. 
with apostrophes),- "en niet zonder gront" - drawing a parallel with Greek and
Hebrew names in which the consonant precedes the vowel (Eykmans in NTg XVIII
seems to use Moonen* s quotation of Van den Ende, rather than the original, since 
he too mentions "B*,*B").
Ten Kate has a similar system involving "iNG, eNK" which only appear in 
final position, and also mentioning "eG, eCH, eW, eV" on a par with "eR,eL" 
etc. (1,122-6, see the quotation in chap.l).
The only other suggestion for this reform comes in "De Nederduitsche 
Taalkunde gemaklyk gemaakt" of 1783 (2nd edition = "Nieuwe en Volledige Spel- 
en spraakkonst", 1791, being almost identical throughout), by C.W.Holtrop:
"ik zoude het eigener, en tot gemalckelijker spelling beter achten, zo men de 
medeklinkers tweevoudig en naar het begin, en naar het einde der lettergreepen, 
aldus noemde,
*Be de fe ge he je ke le me ne pe re se te ve* en *we* En 
Eb.ed ef%eg ek el em en ep er ew". (sic)
A parallel distinction was mentioned above for the two forms of *r* and 's',
given the names "er, re; es, se" respectively, in Cramer's Trap der Jeugd* But
only Van den Ende, Ten Kate, and Holtrop suggest it for all letters.
One or other of these books current in his youth may have influenced 
Bilderdijk, who when putting forward the bisyllabic names mentioned above, adds 
that "het is toch zeker, dat 'a, be', geen 'ab' kan maken, maar 'a, eb' wel" - 
cf. Cramer's comment on "'re', en 'er'... hetgeen de spelling, vergeleken met
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de uitspraak, zeer veel natuurlijker maakt, 'ratelen*, by voorbeeld, zoude men 
moeten spellen 're a, ra’ enz., en niet 'er a ra' enz.".
Other reforms
It was seen above that Montanus wished to extend the '-ee' suffix to many 
names, and that Van den Ende actually used '-e' in all names, alongside 'e-', 
Others, however, went half-way and suggested using '-e', thereby giving most !. 
letters the same name-form, but without suggesting the *e-' alternative. The 
first hint at this may be seen in Sexagius's "va, fa, ga" (using '-a' tather 
than '-e'), the latter two going against contemporary usage. A similar 
tendency is seen in Jansseiris adoption of "ke" expressly by analogy with 
"pe, te", as further with the form "he" (e.g. proposed by Steven, see above).
No actual large scale reform along these lines appeared until the early 
19th century, when Saits (1324) ridicules the haphazard way the consonants are
named; "men begrijpt echter dat deze benaming met 'e' en 'a' zo als men hier
ziet willekeurig in het gebrujk ingevoerd is, want men zowde om derzelve 
wezelijke kracht aan te du j den, zo wel konnen zeggen: *ba, chi, ja, va, we(=wa?):*
en zeker zo wel 'he, ke', als 'ha, ka', zo wel 'fe, le, me, ne, re, se' als
'effe, el, em, en, er esse'" (p.6). He would thus have great sympathy with any 
reform which rationalised the names,
All except one ("ba") of the forms mentioned by Smits have in fact existed, 
though he does not make it clear whether he is aware of this: "he, ke, chi, ja, 
va, wa" are all mentioned above. This leaves "fe, le, me, ne, re, se" introduced 
for the reasons stated above (analogy). That these forms did exist is shown 
by Weiland*s criticism of them, several years before Smits's writing. He 
proposes the normal "ef, el" etc. - "schoon men de eersten, sedert eeniger
tijd 'fe, le, me, ne, re', en 'se' genoemd heeft" - a name of which he does not
approve. It is not clear whether he has only seen these forms in the "Eb, be"
system of Holtrop and Van den Ende, or as a simple series of analogy forms.
The latter is possible, however, since Rehier (writing after Weiland) gives 
the alternative forms "be, ce, de, ef of fe...el of le, em of me..." (1331).
However widespread this usage was, it is probably not to be confused with 
a phenomenon described by Bomhoff in 1354: "Op de scho2Ua noemt men ze thans
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bij het lezen leeren ‘b® c® d® f® g® h® j® k® 1® m® n® p® (q) r® s® t® v® w®
(x) z®"'. This may be simply referring to the very earliest lessons in giving 
sounds to letters, rather than naming them (cf. the similar system in English).
Most of these reform motions, as distinct from spontaneous changes such as 
"va/ve", have been excluded from the overall picture described earlier, in the 
interestes of clarity.
Alphabet reform
It is relevant here to touch upon the vast subject of alphabet reform 
proposals, insofar as some new letters have been suggested in an attempt to 
overcome a particular difficulty in consonantal spelling. This in no modern 
phenomenon, even in Dutch:
Lambrecht introduced a diacritic dot below ’i ’ and *u' for the consonants ' j' 
and *v*5 Sexagius attempted to introduce the inverted digamma for /v/; both of 
these also suggested new vowel signs.
De Heuiter wished to use *h' for /ch/.
Ampzing (p36) and Leupenius (p. 15) yearned for a new letter for /ch/.
Montanus (p.80) wished to use Greek gamma for /g/ (as in /hegbo: t/), or 
alternatively (p. 19) a 'c* with a dot in the centre "indien er zulke 
gegoote vormen waren".
Ten Kate, in the next century, suggests a tie over all digraphs 
In the 19th century Suits includes a new digraph * œ ’ for 'oe', and the use of 
*c' for *ch*, which he did not consider an innovation at all (see chap.3)- 
De Neckere (1816) longed for diacritics on *g* and ' s' to represent /z/ and / s/ 
(see chap.8 & chap.11).
Land used 'c' for 'ch', 'q' for /ng/, and 'x' for the glottal stop.
In the 20th century J.te Winkel proposed 'fî' for /ng/, and 'x' for 'ch', Van
Ginneken suggested a ligature of 'c' and 'h' for 'ch', Wellekens 'x' for
*ch', and Seeldraeyers 'c' for 'ch'. Each of these has been discussed in 
the relevant chapter.
Comprehensive reforms of the whole alphabet (excluding the analphabetic 
phonètic script of Ten Kate, and the quasi-mathematical phonetic script of Land) 
range from Jeoffrojt's manuscript "Korte Aenwi j zing tot eene prompte letter- of
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spelkonst med de welke men alle talen besceedelyk zal konnen schrijven ofte 
spellen", together with a "Dictionaire Flamand" using the said alphabet 
(written before ca.l740), to Klück's modified/streamlined alphabet characters 
proposed in 1956.
Alphabetical order
Many letters, at various times, have been omitted from the alphabets given 
in the Dutch grammars consulted. The most common is *c', followed by ‘q*, »x' 
(and *y'). In very early times ' j, v, w* were also often omitted. 'U* and *v* 
often change places: "...t, v, u, w,...", e.g. in Sexagius, Van Belleghem & 
Waterschoot, the Inleyding, and Hasendonck. The four "foreign" letters 'c, q, 
X, y" are omitted by Van Belle, Weiland, the later Nut works. Brill, Behaegel, 
and Snits; Janssens and Olinger omit *q, x, y*, but retain 'c*. Janssens 
would also like to omit *h, j ', which he also considers foreign (the latter for 
/z/). These are the only normal omissions, and 'c, q, x, y' are usually 
mentioned as letters "also used", in footnotes.
Very few consonants have been added to the alphabets given, though some, 
such as Bolgnino and Sbits, add a great many vowels, including many diacritics. 
The most common consonant addition is 'ch* (cf, above), which was inserted 
after ' g' by Van Belle, some of the Nut works, and Bomhoff; and after *b' 
(instead of 'c') by Weiland, Behaegel, and Smits. *Ph' is used by the spelling 
books of the Nut as if it came between 'f and 'g' (e.g. "Philemon" comes 
straight after "Filosoof"), but is not included in the actual alphabet lists.
Several attempts at reordering of the letters have been put forward, 
starting with Sexagius' s " a b c k d § f g h i F l m n o p q r , / "  s t v u x y z "  
(for *F* and 'f* see chap.7), echoed much later by Van Daele's equating of 'c' 
and 'k', both put after 'j' (No.2), throwing out only the foreign 'ç'. The 
augmented alphabets of Bolognino and 4aits mentioned above leave the skeletal 
order intact, as did Van Vloten who inserted a few extra letters: " a b o d e  
f g h c h i y j  k l m n n g o p q r s t u v w x i j  z".
Aman, in his "Surdus loquens", wrote that "mihi ordo maadme displicet" and 
suggested " a e i  j y o u w .  . . m n n g l r h g c h s t v k c q d t b p x z * ^  (vowels 
+ nasals + liquids + fricatives + stops + double letters). Aman may have had
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in mind a German audience rather than purely Dutch (he is not always clear on 
this, and refers to both), since he includes 't t ’ etc. in the alphabet, in the 
spaces indicated above by This certainly does notapply to the similar
revision put forward by Janssens (1775), who gave his preferred order as 
"a e i o u el em en er es be ce de ge ke pe te ve we ze hache" (vowels + liquids 
/nasals + stops + fricatives + foreign letters; or possibly vowels + *e-’letters 
+ '-e* letters + foreign letters; p.26).
The whole development of the names given to consonants (the vowels ate 
relatively unchanging) throws an interesting, and often illuminating, light on 
the development of the consonantal spellings themselves, most notably in the 
rejection of 'c, q, x' and the insertion of 'ch'.
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Conclusion
The intention of the foregoing chapters has been to present a picture of 
the evolution of the spelling-uses of each consonant, and thereby of the great 
variety of spelling systems as a whole. For the reasons stated earlier it is 
an inevitable feature of such a discussion that very uncommon spellings gain a 
perhaps disproportionate amount of emphasis as compared to widely accepted - 
and thereby little disputed - standard usages. The depth or length of 
argument should not therefore be assumed to be proportional to the frequency of 
use or the degree of acceptability. The more so is this the case where 
relatively minor spellings either exhibit an interesting facet of a certain 
system, or are in some way preferable to more common forms. Notable examples 
of this are the doubling of *ch* in "lachchen" and the use of final 'v' in 
"briev" and "leevde". Nor must the existence of a large number of variants be 
taken to imply confusion, for by far the majority of the various spellings have 
fitted into and conformed to systems used by or in some cases evolved by the 
writers in question. Very few writers have totally inconsistent usage.
The problems for each consonant are on the whole different, though there 
are large overlapping areas. Only the use of 'z* and 'v* in final position 
show an almost complete convergence, in that the justification for the use of 
each, and the arguments against each, are exactly the same; yet even here the 
use of medial '-sJ* and *-z-* affected the choice of the writer, and very few 
USB both *-v* and *-z* (see summary to chapter 11).
These two spellings form the major anomaly in what is normally considered 
the basic rule of modern Dutch spelling, that of "gelijkvormigheid". This 
rule, in fact, only applies to final '-b, -d, -g*, and only for '-d' is there 
any real justification for its use in avoidance of homonyms, although this has 
often been put forward as a significant factor in favour of the gelijkvormigheid 
system. There are no homonyms for words ending in /f/ or / s/ in the 
inflected form on a par with the relatively large numbers ending in /t/, e.g 
"rat, rad", ^inal /ch/ has only one gelijkvormigheid-induced word pair, in 
"lag/lach" (nog/noch" is a different case - see chap.13), and does not justify 
the gelijkvormigheid rule per se.
It is no doubt these differences in the nature of the consonants that have
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caused the unsystematic treatment of the consonants. The fact that 
differentiation of homonyms ending in /t/ was a useful by-product (not the 
raison d'etre as some maintained) of the gelijkvormigheid system has encouraged 
the continued adherence to those rules which caused them.
Gelijkvormigheid is not however applied consistently - for example it is 
not applied to potential '-v' and '-z' words, nor would it appear to be the 
basic rule underlying the spelling of final /ch/, where '-g' has often been 
supported on the grounds of brevity ('-g' instead of '-ch'), even by the most 
ardent of gelijkvormigheid spellers. Gelijkvormigheid spellings are restricted 
in modern Dutch to the final consonants, largely as a result of the extremely 
confused situation which arose in earlier times from its application, for 
example, to '-gt, -cht' forms. Where ostensible gelijkvormigheid spellings 
merged with derivation rules ("rijgen - regt") the systems became unwieldy and 
impractical. Even in the current system there are cases where it is not clear 
whether gelijkvormigheid rules should be applied or not, the most notorious 
case being the word "bijdehand", where derivation demands '-d', but 
gelijkvormigheid demands '-t' because of the inflected form "bijdehante".
One of the ways in which the development of spelling in general is affected 
by the fact that different consonants have different problems attached to them, 
is the tendency for different spelling questions to become prominent at 
different times. Some problems can be placed in quite well-defined periods, for 
example the question of final *-u, -uw, -w* is center es on a few decades from 
1680 - 1730, the choice between '-d, -dt, -t' between 1585 and 1650, and later 
from 1890 to the present day, the division of 's' and 'z' in the later 17th 
century in the North and early 18th century in the South, the choice between 
'cht' and 'gt' in the mid-late 18th century. Furthermore it is unusual for 
more than one spelling problem to acheive great prominence in any given period, 
all attention being concentrated, as it were, on the controversy of that moment. 
It is also noticeable that most problems have only one period of prominence.
The major exception of this is caused by the development of the various 
phonetic systems in comparitively recent times. Here there has been a demand 
for the (re-)adoption of '-ch, -t' forms, and in vowels for the merging of 'ij/ 
ei, au/ou'. One interesting feature of this is that the system which would
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result from the adoption of these suggestions would in many ways closely 
resemble that of Middle Dutch! It would be ironic indeed if after all the 
controversies of the intervening years the end result was a reversion to the 
starting point.
In many ways the latter system, and its modern counterpart, are greatly 
superior to some of the interveniT\g systems. Superior, that is, in terms of 
ease of application by all users, learned and uneducated, - for any self- 
consistent system has just as much merit in abstract terms as any other, there 
being no innately superior system. Each of the various schools of spelling 
used in the past four centuries (chronologically: phonetic, gelijkvormigheid, 
historical/derivational, phonetic, phonemic) has yielded a potentially viable 
self-consistent system. The fact that few of them have fulfilled their 
potential is not inherently caused by the systems per se, only by their 
imperfect application.
In terms of ease of use however they are not equal, as mentioned above.
The drmwback of the historical system is that it presupposes an intimate 
knowledge of the background of the language (sometimes also of foreign 
languages!), the drawback of the phonetic system (in the strictes sense) is 
that it tends to become unwieldy through representing the sounds more 
accurately than is needed for visual comprehension. The phonemic system, which 
takes account of the latter difficulty by only representing those differences 
in sound which are relevant (e.g. not spelling differently the vowels of 
"oor/oom, meen/meer"),avoids this unwieldiness, but shares with the phonetic 
system the tendency to become normative.
Both the phonetic and phonemic systems can become normative in that the 
only way in which they can be formulated is by drawing on the actual spoken 
language, - a fortiori the spoken language of a given group. In the first 
instance then the system is descriptive. However, as soon as it is known that 
the spelling and the spoken language have an exact correspondence, it is 
natural to take the spelled form as prescriptive of the spoken forms.
The classic example of this is the confusion caused by Siegenbeek's use of 
the motto "schrijft zo als gij spreekt" (he did not invent the motto, it was 
known and used long before), which brought about a number of spelling-
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pronunciations such as /mensch/,/banch/# If an accurate phonemic (or phonetic) 
spelling were devised for modern Dutch, the tendency for most people would be 
to see it as representing the way Dutch should be spoken, and, a fortiori, that 
any divergence either diachrônically (- developing after the fixing of the 
spelling) or synchronically (i.e. in dialects) is incorrect.
The "ideal" Dutch spelling
Many writers, expert and otherwise, have claimed to have found the key to 
an ideal Dutch spelling. Yet Dutch, with its regular alternation of 
consonants (hant, handen; wijf, wijyen, etc.), seems to be particularly 
susceptible to representation by a relatively large number of fundamentally 
different but equally valid systems.
Of these there are two notable extremes. The first is the consistent 
phonetic (or rather phonemic) spelling used in Middle Dutch, the early 17th 
century, and some of the modern reforms. This involves consistent use of 
unvoiced consonants where unvoiced sounds are heard ("voech, voecht, voegde; 
hant, hep, reis, reizde"). The other is the consistent gelijkvormigheid 
system, involving the use as final letter,in uninflected forms, of the medial 
letter of the inflected form ("hand, heb, voeg, wijv, huiz"). Very few have 
used this latter system fully, the most notable examples being Staring and 
anits. To these can be added the arguments as to whether the distinction 
between *ch/g, s/z, f/v*, being rarely phonemic (i.e. making different words 
when interchanged), is really necessary, so that the systems of Duikerius m d  
Najer involving the radical avoidance of 'ch' even in 'sg-' (= 'sch'), and with 
little use of 'z', earn a high quotient of rationality.
The choice between these two extremes is not easy. Given that spelling is 
supposed to represent the spoken language, it would seem that only the phonetic 
or phonemic system has any validity. But the written language does not have 
the flexibility of the spoken language - in cases of homography, homonymy, or 
other ambiguity of the written form, the writer cannot be asked to redefine 
his sentence. Added to this is the normative tendency of phonetically based 
systems described above, and it can be seen that the choice is not as 
straightforward as many have claimed.
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Not too much weight should be attached to the argument that the eye "needs" 
a fixed word-image such as "hand", in order to see the same meaning contained 
in "handen", since from the foregoing chapters it should be abundantly clear 
that large numbers of Dutch spellers, and whole periods of written Dutch, have 
felt no such need without impairing either their interpretative faculties or 
their intelligihDJLty.
There is one other feature of consonantal spelling which is the product of 
an irrationality affecting the rigourousness of the vowel spelling. In the 
present system 'a* can represent two sounds, and the same sound /a:/ can be 
represented in two different ways. The former is seen in "man, manen" the 
latter in "maan, manen", where 'a* represents both /a/ and /a:/, and /a:/ is 
represented by both 'a' and 'aa'. If, as has been suggested, /a:/ is 
consistently spelt 'aa', this gives the word-pairs "man - mannen, maan - maanen". 
This system has in fact often been used, especially in the 17th and 18th 
century (e.g. Hooft, Winschooten, Moonen).
However, a moments consideration will show that there is a superfluity 
here: if *a* consistently represents /a/, and 'aa' consistently represents 
/a:/, then the double 'n' of "mannen" is unnecessary. It is strange that the 
extremely high degree of systematic rigour and ease of application in this 
system, using "man - manen; maan -mmanen", has only been mooted by three 
writers - Plemp, Van ^eule (1633) and Stuiveling (1972) - see chap. 17.
The ease in this system is that only '-en' shows the plural, and the basic 
word remains unaltered (where gelijkvormigheid is applied at least), whereas 
in the "man - mannen, maan - manen" system the plurality is shown in the first 
case by '—nen' and in the second case by '—en' + the deletion of '-a-*. Many 
supporters of gelijkvormigheid have used the "maan - maanen" system, but none 
other than those mentioned have even suggested the "man - manen, heb - heben, 
zet - zeten" system.
It cannot be argued that this system is wasteful in using "maanen" instead 
of the shorter "manen", since a comparable saving of letters is made by 
shortening "mannen" to "manen". The net result is probably no increase or 
decrease in the number of letters used, but a considerable gain in logicality 
and ease of learning. The number of words which would be rendered shorter
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by this is very large, due to the frequency of word structures such as 
"dubbel, letter, lessen, mannen, hebben" (short stressed vowel + unstressed 
vowel in a bisyllabic word), each of which loses one letter.
The often quoted examples such as "meeteeoorooloogie" which result from 
this vowel system are rare, though not without significance. However, the 
present system readily accepts such as "vooroordeel, oogaarts". The reason for 
such forms as "maeteeoorooloogie, teeooloogie" etc. is that being loan words 
they do not conform to the normal Dutch vowel-length distribution pattern.
The latter examples clearly show that the occurrance of two consecutive long 
vowels in Dutch (as also in English and German) is almost invariably a sign of 
a compound word ("na(a)deel, oordeel, aanvraag") or a derivative ("le(e)raar"). 
The cases of compounds and derivatives could probably be tolerated with 
several vowel letters in them, but the problem of the loan words would have to 
be resolved if this system were to be seriously considered for Dutch. It must 
be pointed out, however, that loan words have rarely adhered strictly to Dutch 
vowel spellings, notably in the rules for the spelling of /i:/ in the present 
system, which is always 'ie* in Dutch words and 'i* (usually) in loan words; 
there is therefore a good precedent for not expecting "meteorologie" to conform 
to the "maanen" system.
In conclusion then the course of the development of Dutch consonantal 
spelling systems can be summarised as a progression from the phonetic through 
the analogical/gelijkvormigheid, and the historical/etymological, back to the 
phonetic/phonemic, ^^any systems have been put forward, most of them - if 
viewed objectively - both logically based and functionally viable, but most also 
with difficulties of application, not least of which is overcoming the inertia 
of the writing public. Few systems have been thoroughly consistent, though 
inconsistency of application must not be interpreted as inferiority of the 
system. Becausethe various systems for each consonant have not developed 
in full synchronisation it has been necessary in the foregoing chapters to 
treat each letter separately. The various systems have been described in some 
detail, and it has been attempted to show how each of these systems usually 
has a logical basis.
It is possibly the ease with which Dutch structure lends itself equally
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well to more than one equally self-consistent spelling systems, that has 
caused, or encouraged, the Dutch national preoccupation with spelling since 
at least the end of the 17th century. A few quotations from grammatical 
commentators may show how much this has struck the theorists, both native and 
foreign:
"I shall not speake much of the changing of their Letters, because the 
Netherlanders, in their wrytings differ among themselves much herein"(Hillenius 
1664).
"Geen twee van onze Schrijvers zijn hierin *t eens, ja niemand bijna met 
zigzelven" (Francius, 1699).
"Is 'er eene taal in welke versehilling der spellings plaats heeft, het is 
dan de onze, de Nederduitsche" (Pieterson, ca,176l).
"Er is in Holland geen regel waar na men zig voegen kan, 'er is geen 
woordenboek van genoegzaam gezag om de landtaal als tot een zuil te dienen. De 
geleerden zyn, in dit stuk, zeer oneens, 'er is mis sc hi en geen enkeld boek, 
waarin de zelfde spelling, altoos, gevolgd word, en twee, die in deezen opzigte 
gelyk zyn, kan men nergend aantreffen. In deeze omstandigheden, heeft yder 
nieuwe schryver, en, in 't byzonder, yder die een nieuw Woordenboek vervaardigd, 
de vryheid, een zoodaanige wyze van spelling uit te kiezen, als hem best mag 
toeschynen" (Wilcocke, 1798).
"We therefore will not extend the list of (variant spellings of) words, and 
hope that at some future period a Dutch Johnson or Sheridan will arise, and 
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Bagchus op zijn' Troon, of de nûttigheid des wijns, Leiden 1715
Bake, Laurens
Ballieu, Jan
'Batelaan, P H S
Beaumont, '^imon van
Beers, Jan van 
Beets, Nicolaas
Mengel-poëzy, Amsterdam 1713 
Bybelse gezangen, (1708) Amsterdam 1721 
Juvenaals tiende Schempdicht, Amsterdam 1677 
Spelkonst ?? see p.l60
Nederduytsche Spel- en spraekkonst, Antwerpen 1772, 
Byvoegsel van naedere bemerkingen op de grondregels 
der Nederduytsche ..., Antwerpen 1792 
Nogmaals en voor de laatste (?) maal: de
spellingvoorstellen, in "Levende Talen" 1971,14 
& see "Didactiek..."
Horae Succissivae.. .Tyb-snipperingen. Van de
Jonckheyt, Rotterdam I64O (written 1595ff) 
Nederlandsche spraakleer, (1852) Lier 1875 
Verscheidenheden meest op letterkundig gebied,
Haarlem 1858-73 
Taalvervalsching en spelling, in "De Gids",1840 M 227
Behaegel, Pieter
586.
Nederduytsche Spraakkonst, Brugge 1817-23 
Verhandeling over de vlaemsche spelkunst,Brugge 1837, 
ib.l843
& see Bormans, & Hulster 
Belgian Commission see "Beslissing"
Belgisch Museum voor de Nederduitsche Tael- en letterkunde.,., Gent 1837-46
Bell, John 
Belle, Jan van












Korte wegwijzer ter spel-, spraak- en dichtkunden, 
Haarlem 1748
Korte Schets der Nederduitse spraakkonst,Haarlem 1755 
Deure ofte ingang tot de Nederduytsche Taele,
Brugge 1773 
Nederduytsche Letterkonst,(Middelburg 1588)
(passages in Dafforne, original lost)
Grammaticaregels en spellingregels, in "De Nieuwe 
Taalgids" 1971, 81 
Foniek van het Nederlands, Den Haag 1964 
De belachchelyke Joncker, (l681) Doetinehem 1882 
Beslissin der Koninglyke Commissie wegens de geschilpunten in het schryven der
Nederduitsche Tael, Gent 1839 
La vraye instruction des trois langues la Françoise, 
l'Angloise,& la Flamande, Dordrecht 1661,ib.1631 
see "Resolutien,.."
Refereinen van Anna Bijns, ed. W.L.van Helten, 
Rotterdam 1875
in Nieuwe refereynen, benevens enkele andere rederijkers 
gedichten uit de XVIe eeuw, ed. W.J.A.Jonckbloet 
& W.L.van Helten, Gent 1886 
see Tael- en dichtkundige...
Nederlandsche Spraakleer, 's Gravenhage 1826 
Voorlezingen over de Hollandsche Taal, (1811-2) 
ed.A.de Jager Arnhem 1875 
Nieuwe uitsprûitsels, Rotterdam 1817 
Kenschets onzer voorvaderen.,. (1781), & Mijn
Verlustiging (1781) in "De dichtwerken" Haarlem 
1856-59
Ortographie. Wat manier van schryven in dezen Boeck 
8al onder-houden werden, in "Legende der... 
Susters van de Derde orden...van S.Dominicus", 
Antwerpen 1661 
Fondamenten ofte Grond-regels der Nederduytsche
Spel-konst, door P.B.,(1757)Antwerpen ca.1780, 
Leuven 1807, ib.l820 
Dictionarium teutonic o-latinum reforma turn, Antwerpen
1635
Aen alle Verstandige Meesters, in "Biglotton
Amplifieatum sive Dictionarium Teuto-Latinum 
novum", Amsterdam 1659, Antwerpen l660,ib.1661, 
Amsterdam 1662,ib.1669,ib.1676,ib.1682,ib.1683, 
ib.l688, ib.1699,ib.1701,ib.1702,Antwerpen 1705. 
(not in the J.de Wilde revision Amsterdam 1719,ib. 1744 
see p.214
De getrouwen herder, Utrecht 1650
comments in "Nederduitsche Letteroefeningen",Gent 1834 
De consolatione philosophie, Gent 1485 
in W.N.Ti, see p.342
De Boekzaal van Europe, Rotterdam 1692-1701 
Twee-maandelijke uittreksels, otterdam 1701-4 
Boekzaal der geleerde werreld, Amsterdam 1705-8 
Maendelyke uittreksels of de boekzael der geleerde 
werreIt,1715-1811 Amsterdam 
(editorsîRabus 1692-1702,Sewel 7/1702-1705, Van 
Gaveren 1706-1708; Poeraet et al 1715ff)



















in Klioos Kraam q.v 
see p. 130
Beknopte Nederduitsche Spraalckunst, Leiden 1793, 
ib.1799,ib.1303 (publ by Nut q.v.)
&see Stijl, & Maatschappy tot Nut...
Niuwe noodeliicke ortographie, Antwerpen 1657 
Duyfkens en ^illemynkens pelgrimagie tot haren
beminden binnen Ierusalem,(l627) ed. H.J.A.Ruys 
Utrecht 1910
Proeve over spelling en uitspraak, in "Magazijn voor 
Ned.Taalkunde 1,76 & 111,18, & in "Taalkundig 
Magazijn" 1,17 
Uitspraak der letters, Zutphen 1854 
Bontekoe, WiHem IJsbrantsz Journael ofte gedenckv/aerdige-Oost-Indische Reyse,
(1646) ed. W.H.Staverman Amsterdam 1930 
Historiae naturalis & medicae Indiae orientalis, 
Amsterdam I658 
Aenmerkingen over Alkmaers 8tede-rec ht,Alkmaer 1741 
Alkmaer en deszelfs geschiedenissen, uit de nagelaten 
papieren van Simon Eikelenberg, Rotterdam 1747 
Eewspel, Leiden 1700
Heidensche grootmoedigheden, Rotterdam 1704 
dedicatory poem in Den Eiger's "Zinnebeelden" q.v. 
Verslag over de verhandelingen ingekomen bij het 
Staetsbestuur van België...,Gent 1341 
Verslag...wegens de tiende verhandeling, ingezonden 
door den heer P.V.D.,in "Belgisch Museum"III,291 
Historié en taalkundige verhandeling over de 
letter Q, Zwolle 1772 
De dichtwerken van Philibert van Borsselen, ed.
P.E.Muller, Groningen 1937 
Den verstandigen vromen ridder, Don Quichot de la 
Mancha, Amsterdam 1657, ib.l696 
Pleidooi voor de Moedertaal, de jeugd en de 
onderwijzers, Groningen 1893 
Korte uitspraakleer der Nederlandsche Taal,Amsterdam 
1344
Bossche, François Joseph van den Verhandeling over de Vlaemsche tael, in
vergelyking met de Hollandsche, Brussel 1845 
Gemakkelyke wyze om op korten tyd grooten voordgang 
te doen in de ^'^ederduytsche Spelkonst,
Cortrijck 1776 
see p.279
Historié, Regels ende Bemerkingen wegens de 
Nederduytsche Rym-konst, Antwerpen 1713 
Poezy, Amsterdam I68S 
Hollantsche Spraekkunst ?? see p.472 
Spaanschen Brabander Jerolimo, (1621) ed. F.A.Stoett 
Zutphen 1919 
& see Nauta





’Born, Hieronymus van den 
Borsselen, Philibert van 
Bos, Lambert van den 







’Brender à Brandis, Gerrit 
Broederhand, De..., Brussel I846 
Broekhuizen, Joan van 
'Brill, Willem Gerard
'Bruggen, J.A.ter 
Brune, Johan de (elder)
Brune, Jan de (younger) 
Bruyn, Cornells de
Gedichten, Amsterdam 1677, ib.1712
Hollandsche Spraakleer, Leiden I846
Nederlandsche Spraakleer, Leiden 1852
Nederduytsche Spraekkunst, Antwerpen 1815
* t Bancket-werck van goede gedachten,Middelburgh 1657
't Banldcet-werk van goede gedagten, ib,l660
Het nieuw opgedist Banket-werk van vermakelijke,
hoogvloeyende en soete Gedagten,Amsterdam 1699 
Alle volgeestige werken, Harlingen I668 
"Minnepraet" in Klioos Kraam q.v.












Uit de spraakleer... Over de spelling, in "Taal en 
Letteren" VI,115ff
-, J.G.Talen & R A Kollewijn Nederlandse Taal. Proeve van een Nederlandse
Spraakleer, Zwolle 1908 
& see Kollewijn
Eenige aenmer.ld.ngen de Nederduitsche tael aengaende, 
Utrecht 1757 
L'Ortographe, Paris 1967 
see Sewel 
see p.471
Het schilt der verdructer ghemoederen, n.p.1619 
Godt de Wraek, n.p, 1620
Lydens Begin (ca.l620) in "Bloemlezing uit zijn
gedichten" ed.J.G.van der Does,Purmerend 1934 
Stichtelycke Rymen,(1624) Amsterdam 1647, Dordrecht 
1654(collophon dated 1655), Amsterdam 1675, 
ib.l680.
Uitbreyding over de Psalmen, Amsterdam 1679 
Het spelling- en taalstelsel van Bilderdijk,
Siegenbeek, Weiland, en andere spraakkunstenaren 
vrijmoedig beoordeeld, Amsterdam 1856 
“Caron, Willem Johannes Hubertus De reductievocaal in het verleden,Groningen 1952
Klank en teken bij Erasmus en onze oudste 
grammatici, Groningen 1947 
& see Van Heule, Leupenius, & Montanus 
De const van Rhetoriken, Gent 1555, in "Verkenning 
in Matthijs de Castelein's...",S.A.P.H.Jansen 
A8sen 1971, & in "GehedLigde heidense muziek bij 
MdC..." in"Nieuwe Taalgids"1968 (W.A.P.Smit 
number),17
De conste van Rhetorijcken, Ghendt 1573,Rotterdam1616 
Het spaens Heydinnetje, (1637) ed.H.J.Vien Kuik 
Zwolle 1966 
Alle de Wercken, Amsterdam 1700 
Chalmot, Jacques Alexandre de Biographisch Woordenboek der Nederlanden, Amsterdam
1798
Algemeen huishoudelijk.. .woordenboek, (by M.N.Chomel) 
Leyden 1778-93 
Proeve van Zedepoezij, Dordrecht 1755 
De sleutel der gezuiverde spelling, goedgekeurd door 
koninklyk besluit van len Janary 1844,
Antwerpen (1844) 
introduction to "Phantazy",Antwerpen 1837 
see p.515 & 520
Voorreden van de noodich ende Nutticheit der
Nederduytscher Taelkunste,(1568 attributed to 
Coornhert),ed.J.W.Muller in "Tijdschrift..."1919 
50 lustige histories, Haerlem 1564, & ed. G.A.Nauta 
Groningen 1903 (= ed.l607)
Officia Ciceronis, Haerlem 1561
De Schat der Nederduitsche Wortelwoorden,Amsterdam 
1741
Tot vereenvoudiging onzer Schrijftaal, in "De Gids"
1895 111,73
Iphigenia,(1617) ed.R.A.Kollewijn Haarlem 1883 
Teeuwis de Boer, (1620) ed,F.A.Stoett Zutphen 1935 
Nederduitsche Spraekkunst,(1842) Gent 1850 
De geldersche trap der jeugd,(1769) Deventer 1777, 
Amsterdam ca.l780,ib.ca 1787 
Geheel vernieuwde en verbeterde trap der jeugd,
Deventer 1793,Amsterdam ca.1798,Leeuwarden 1874, 
London & Cape Town 1894,ib.1897 
De belachchelyke hoofsche Juffers, Amsterdam 1685 
Moy-al oft vermaeckelycke bedenckingen op verscheyde 
oeffeningen, Mechelen 1666







“Courtmans, Jan Baptist 
“Cramer, Bastiaan
'Croix, Pieter de la 
Croon, Petrus
Crul, Cornells 
'Cun.0 ,Johann Christian 




'Dale, Johan Hendrik van 
‘Daman, J A
‘Dautzenburg, Johan Michiel 
‘David, Jean Baptiste
Religieuze poëzie, ed, L.Roose Zwolle 1954 
Neue Hollandische Grammatica, Amsterdam 1741 
Tyd-verdryf. Ondersoek op de Nederduytsche 
Spraek-konst, (leper) 1805-6 
Grammatica ofte leez-leerlings steunsel,Amsterdam 1627 
Platt-Deutsches Worter Buch nach der alten und neuen 
pommerschen und rügischen Mundart,
Stralsund 1781 
see Jager
Vijftig jaren van strijd 1891-1941, Purmerend (1941) 
Gedichten, Brussel 1850
Nederduytsche Spraakkunst,! (1833) Mechelen 1839, 
Leuven 1864; II (1835) Mechelen 1837 
Eerste beginselen der Nederduitsche Spraekkunst,
(1839) Leuven 1858 
Over de regelmatigheyd in de spelling by de oude 
Nederduytsche schryvers, in "Belgisch Museum" 
111,42
Goede Vrydag, (1651) ed.W.J.C.Buitendijk Zwolle 1958 
Gedichten, Amsterdam 1656 
Delin, J see p.131
Denker, De..., Amsterdam 1764-75
Deyssel, Lodewijk van see p.328,331,520 (pseud.K.L.Alberdingk Thijm)
Dibbets, Gerardus Rutgerus Wilhelmus Nederduitse orthographie van Pontus de
Heuiter, Assen 1968 
Didactiek Commissie van de sectie Nederlands ("Levende Talen")
Naar een didactisch verantwoorde spelling, in 
"Levende Talen" 1970,485 
Dieren, E van De averechtse geestesrichting...der Kollewijners,
Amsterdam 1917 
Dietse Warande en Belfort, Gent 1900-
Decker, Jeremias de
“Dixi (pseud) 
/ ' “Doedyns, H
Proeve Iner niewe spelling, Bijdrage tot oplossing 
van en aktuell vraagstuk, * s Gravenhage 1934 
comments in "Haagsche Mercurius",'s Gravenhage
Dubbels, Pieter 
'Duikerius, Johannes
'Dulces ante omnia musae 
Dullaert, Heiman
1697-8, see M.S.
De Krooning van Darius, Amsterdam 1651, ib.l666 
poems in Klioos Kraam q.v.
Schouburgh der Neederduytsche letter-, spel- en 
leeskonst, Amsterdam 1696 
Voorbeeldzels der oude wijzen, Amsterdam 1693,ib.1765 
Proeve van oudheid-, taal- en dichtkunde,Utrecht 1775 
Karel Stuart,(1657) in Weijnen p.15 
Geestelijke Gedichten, Lofdichten op uitgegeven
boeken, Lijk en grafdichten en Mengeldichten, 
ed. D.van Hoogstraten Amsterdam 1719 
Heiman Dullaert, zijn leven, omgeving en werk, 
ed. J.Wille Zeist 1926 
The English Latine French Dutch Scholemaster,London 
1637
London ca.1659,ib.1669, ed.R,C.Alston,Menston 1970 
Een Ghedenck-Boeck, Leyden 1606 
Ontwerp van eene nederduytsche spraekkonst
voornamelijk voor het landschap van Vlaenderen, 
Meenen 1713 (pseudîEgidius Candidus Pastor,
i.e. Egidius de Witte, Priester)
Eeden, Frederik van Onze schrijfwijze, in "De Gids"1912,II,384
(Het) Eenigste en nu toe onbekend Middel, om aanstonds, en voor altoos, uit den
weg te ruimen de zwarigheden die zig opdoen nopende 
de geslagten van zommige zelfstandige woorden, als 
ook in het spelden van de meeste woorden der 
Nederduitsche tale..., n.p.1769 
Eerbeek, Johannes van Intre-predicatie gedaan te Bueren, Utrecht 1736
Eijkman, Leonard Pieter Hendrik Geschiedkundig overzicht van de klankleer in
Nederland, in"Nieuwe Taalgids"xvii & xviii
'Dutch Scholemaster =








Alkmaar en zyne geschiedenissen, Alkmaar 1739 
Gedaante en gesteldheid van Westvriesland, Alkmaar 
1734
Kronyk van Egmond, Alkmaar 1732 
& see Boomkamp
‘Eindvoorstellen van de Nederlands-Belgische commissie voor de spelling van de
Bastaardwoorden, 's Gravenhage 1969 (see "Rapport") 
Zinnebeelden der liefde, Leyden 1703,Amsterdam 1732 
Wagt me voor dat Laantje, Amsterdam 1735 
dedicatory poem in Boon 1704 q.v.
Proef van een nieuwe Nederduitsche Spraekkonst, 
in "Drie Dieht-proeven", Haarlem 1761 
'Ende, Casparus van den on alphabet: Sc ha t-kamer der Nederduytsche en
Francoysche tale, Rotterdam 1654, ib.l669, 
=Schat-kamer der Nederduitse en Franse talen, 
ed.J.L.d'Arsi,Rotterdam 1681,ib.1695-97 
on spelling: 1654 only
Aan den onverdeelden Leser. De redenen di my bewegen 
te-letten op mynder Mouder-taal de spellingh of 
ORTHOGRAFIE, in "Pastor Fido verduyts" np.caJ653 
De recta...pronuntiatione dialogus, Paris 1528,
Leyden 1643
Eenige lessen de Nederduitsche Taal- en spelkunst 
betreffende, in "Taal- die ht- en letterloindig 
Kabinet" IV,V (1784-5)
Spelen van..,, ed.J.W.Muller & L.ScharpI Leiden 
1898-1920
'Exercitium puerorum grammaticale, Antwerp 1488 in Kooiman q.v.,Deventer 1489




’Foreestier, P (pseud) 





“Gaveren, Jan van 
“Geel, Rudolf 
“Geesdalle, J F van
'Gelliers, Carel de 
Gent Boecius 
'Gherwen, Abraham van
Ghucht, Adriaan van der




Verhandeling over de zedelijke opvoeding der kinderen, 
in "Verh,Holl.My" 1766 q.v. (vol.9i)
Voorrede, in his translation of Gregorius Nazianze 
1699, in "Bloemlezing uit de Nederlandsche 
prozaschrijvers der zeventiende eeuw" ed.
J.van Vloten, Arnhem 1869 
Mittelniederlandische Grammatik, ^eipzig 1883 
Anleitung zur erlernung der Hollandische Sprache, 
Frankfurt a.M. 1853 
Aan den Zanger en Lezer, in "Nut Tyd-verdryv", 
Amsterdam 1686 (not in later eds.-l696 ib.)
& see Poeraet
review of Sewel in Boekzaal, 1707b,535 
review of Poeraet and Moonen,ib.l708a,357 
Zalig zijn de vereenvaudigden van geest, 
in "De Gids" 1972,210 
La parallèle de la grammaire des deuz langues
francoise et flamande. De vergelijkinge van de 
spraek-konste der twee talen de fransche en de 
vlaemsche, Gand 1700, ib.l7l2 
Trap der Jeugd, (I640) Amsterdam 1769, ib.l799 
see Boecius
Voorloperken inhoudende een kort onderricht der
letterkunst, in "De ghulde Fonteynader",Gouda 
1624 (not other editions)
Cijferboek (1567), in "Adriaan van der Ghucht en 
zijn 'Vlaemsche Orthographie'", by J.F. 
Vanderheyden & A Schoutet, Versl.& Med.Kon.Vl.
Ac.voor Taal- en letterkunde, Gent 1963.
- the "Vlaemsche Orthographie" is lost
Grondbeginselen van de schrijfwijze der 
Nederlandsche taal, Hilversum 1931 












Een troost ende spiegel der sleeken, np 1531 
= Tobias ende Lazarus, Emden 1557 
see Sexagius
Opdracht, in "Alcander, Koning van Cyprus en Cilicie"
(1707) Amsterdam 1741 (translation of Paul 
Scarron's "Le prince corsaire")
Goes, J Antonides van der see Antonides...
“Graaf, Jacobus Joannes Onverdraagzaam en onberekenbaar, in "De Katholiek"
Leiden 1908
“Grammaire plus exacte et plus méthodique de la langue flamande,Bruxelles 1701
(first title page reads "Nouvelle grammaire flamande") 
“Grammaire pour apprendre le flamande, Bruxelles 1757 
Grave, J J Salverda de see Salverda.• •
“Greuve, Fredericus Christianus Over de deelen der Rede, in "Archief..."IV,425
Griethuysen, Sybille van in Klioos Kraam q.v.
“Grondregels der Nederduytsche spelkonst, Loven 1807 
Groot, Hugo de see Index
“(Den) Grooten vocabulaer Engels ende Duyts, Rotterdam 1639 
“Grue, Philippus la Grammaire Flamande, Amsterdam 1684
Nouvelle grammaire flamande, Amsterdam 1688,ib.1701 
Grammaire flamande, ed. W.Sewel (1719) Utrecht 1728, 
Amsterdam 1744 
Grammaire Hollandoise, ed. W.Sewel Amsterdam 1762 
(1688 was published anonymously) 
see Mellema 
see p.180
Nederduitsche Spraekkunst, in "Nagelaten Gedichten", 
Amsterdam 1764 
Gedichten, Rotterdam 1720 
Alle de gedichten. Delft 1724 
in Klioos Kraam q.v.
De Oprechte Haarlemse Courant en M.A.de Ruyter,npl908 
Oprecht onderwijs van der Letterkonst,(1702) Utrecht 
1743, Amsterdam ca. 1760,Ruremonde 1791,
Utrecht 1798
De Nieuwe nederduitse spel-,lees en schrijfkonst,
(ca.1710? see p.291)Deventer 1746,Groningen 1800 
in "De Vrije Fries", Leeuwarden,X,438 (1865) 
see p.180
Nieuwe Fransche en Nederduytsche Spraek-konst, 
Maastricht 1787 
Het groot franseh en Nederduitsch woordenboek, 
Amsterdam 1708, Leiden 1761, 's Hage 1781 
=Het groot frans en nederduitsch woordenboek,Utrecht 
1719
Het groot franseh en Hollandsch woordenboek,
Amsterdam & Bruxelles (1757)
Woordenboek der Hollandsche en Fransche taalen, 
Amsterdam & Bruxelles (1757)
Woordenboek der Nederduitsche en Fransche Taalen,
(1708),Amsterdam 1729,Leiden 1758,‘s Hage 1781 
Handvesten ofte Privilegien ende Octroyen...der Stad Amstelredam, ed. H.Noordkerk
Amsterdam 1748-78 
Nieuw woordboek der Hollantsche en Latynsche tale, 
ed.D.van Hoogstraten Amsterdam 1704,Dordrecht 
1719
Sophonisba, Amsterdam 1714
Willem de eerste, (1772) ed.J.van Vloten Zutphen 1852 
De Geusen, Zwolle 1772 
Leonidas, ’s Gravenhage 1742
De vier uitmuntende Gedigten, benevens de Polybius, 
Harderwijk 1742 
Dutch grammar, London 1814 
A grammar of the Dutch language, London 1823
Haes, Jan de
Haestrecht, Maria van 
Haje, Christian Friedrich 
Hakvoord, Barend
Halbertsma, Justus Hiddes 
Hall, M C van 
Halma, Frans
‘Hannot, Samuel
Haps, Pieter Wniem van 
Haren, Onno Zwier van
Haren, Willem van
‘Hasendonck, J B van
592.
Heemskerk, Johan van





Inleydinghe tot het ontwerp van een Batavische 
Arcadia,(1637) ed. D.H.Smit Zwolle 1935 
in "Den Hof ende Boomgaert der Poesien",Haerlem 1614 :
Niet zoo maar zo; 'n populaire toelichting bij de 
nieuwe spelling, Baarn (1947)
Premiers elements de la langue Flamande, Malines 1842 
Nederduytsche poemata, Amsterdam 1616, ib.l6l8 
Den vermakelijken Avantur 1er,(1695) Amsterdam 1715 
Helderen, Johannes Gosens van An English and Nether-Dutch dictionary,
Amsterdam 1715 
A new and easy English grammar. Een nieuwe en
gemakkelijke Engelsche Spraak-konst,ib.1675 
(both with name spelt "HeIdoren")
Kort-schrift boek...insgelijks een Neerduitse
spelkonst, Amsterdam 1683 (two books in one) 
Hellinga, Wytze Gs De Opbouw van de algemeen beschaafde uitspraak van het
Nederlands, ed. P.Tuynman, Arnhem 1968 
in "Kroniek van Kunst en Kultuur",Amsterdam VIII,5 
Helten, Willem Lodewijk van Middelnederlandsche spraakkunst, Groningen 1887 
Henckel, F Vlaamsch spraakkunst geschikt voor de spelling der.
heeren Siegenbeek en Weiland, 1815 
Heremans, Jacob Frans Johan Beknopte Nederduitsche spraekleer,(1846) Gent 1855 
Hermkens, Hendrikus Maria Spelling en Interpunctie, 's Hertogenbosch 1969
see Buitenrust Hettema, F
Kort Bondige Rijmen...door A Severinus.,.volvoerd 
door M Heugelenburg, Leiden 1682 
Klein woordenboek zijnde een kort en klaar onderwijs 
in de nederlandze spel- en leeskonst, (1714) 
Amsterdam 1719,ib.1727,ib.1768,ib.1775,ib.ca 1780 
ib.l798
Nederduitse orthographie, Antwerpen 1581 
& see Dibbets
De Nederduytsche grammatica ofte spraec-konst, Leiden 
1625,1626, ed.W Caron Gromingen 1953 
De Nederduytsche spraed-konst ofte tael-beschryvinghe, 
Leiden 1633, ed. W.Caron Groningen 1953 
Vereenvoudiging van de schrijfwijze der Nederlandse 
taal, 's Gravenhage 1933 
Een nederduytsche grammatica, in "Het groot
woordenboek", Rotterdam 1648, ib.l658, ed.D.
Manly ib.l762, ib.l768 
A copious English and Netherduytch Dictionarie,
Rotterdam 1647,ib.I648,ib.I66O,ed.D.Manly ib.l675 
Niewe taalgronden der neederduytsche taal,Franeker1705 
Phaedri Fabulae, Dokkom 1695
Den Engèlschen ende Ne*erduitschen Onderrichter..., 
Rotterdam 1664,ib.1677,ib.1678,ib.1686 
De Middeleeuwse oorkondentaal te Oudenaarde,Gent 1968
Hettema, Focke Buitenrust 
Heugelenburg, Martinus
Heuiter, Pontus de 
Heule, Christiaen van





Hollandsche Mercurius, Amsterdam & Haarlem 1650-1675 
(De) Hollandsche Spectator, AmsterdaT'1731-35
Holtrop,C W
‘Holtrop, John
Honert, Johannes van den
Hooft, Pieter Cz
De Nederduitsche taalkunde gemaklyk gemaakt,Amsterdam 
1783, = Nieuwe en volledige Nederduitsche spel­
en spraakkunst, ib.l791 
Nieuw Engelsch en Nederduitsch woordenboek, Dordrecht 
1789-1801,ed. A.Stevenson ib. 1823-24 
& see Marin
Kerkelike Redenvoering over de woorden van Paulus 
Tit.II.14, Leyden 1732 
Het geloov der vaderen...in het elvde hoofdstuk van 
den briev aan de Hebreeuwen, Leyden 1753 
Achilles en Polyxena, Rotterdam 1614 
Brief Menelaus aan Helena, np I6I5 
Nederlandsche Historian, Amsterdam 1703 
Warenaar, (1617) ed J.Bergsma Zutphen n.d.
Baeto, Amsterdam I626
593.
(Hooft et.) Gedichten, Amsterdam 1636, ib.1644,ib.l657(col.1658)
P.0.Hooft's werken, Amsterdam 1671 
Waerneraingen op de hollandsche tael,(ca.1633) in 
Zwaan q.v.
AenmerldLngen over de geslachten der zelfstandige
naemwoorden (1700) = Lijst der gebruikelijkste 
zelfstandige naarawoorden, Amsterdam 1723, 
ib.1733,ed.A.Kluit ib.1759,ib.1783 
& see Hannot
Abraham den Aartsvader, (1727) Rotterdam 1780 
see p. 449
Den drukker aan den lezer, in Eikelenberg 1739 q.v. 
Natuurlyke Historié, Amsterdam 1761-85 
Tafereel uyt het Hov van Eden, Dordrecht 1693 
Verklaringe over ses voorname Texten,Dordrecht 1682 
La langue flamande. Son passé et son avenir. Projet 
d'une orthographe commune aux peuples des 
Pays-Bas et de la Ba s rse-Allemagne, Bruxelles 2844 
De verbuigingen der oud- middel en niew-neder- 
duitsche sprake, Brussel 1850 
Noodige Waarschouwinge, in "De psalmen des 
Propheten Davids",(1624) in Zwaan q.v.
Een critiek op de 'Vereenvoudigde', in "Opvoedicundig 
Tijdschrift" 1908 
Verslag over de verhandeling van den heer Behaegel, 
Gand (1838)
Woordenlyst voor spelling en uitspraak, Gend 1839 
De dubbelde schalcing, ' s Gravenhage (ca.l715)
De vermiste molenaar, Amsterdam 1713, ib.1714 
= Het onbesturven Weeuwtje, ib.l718 
Proeve van taal- en dichtkunde, Amsterdam 1730, 
ed.F.van Lelyveld Leyden 1782-91 
Corneille verdedigd. Hier komen by eenige byzondere 
aanmerkingen, zo over de Poëzy, als de 
Nederduitsche Taal en Rymtrant,Amsterdam 1720 
“Huydecoper, Balthazar (Junior) Aantekeningen op ("De Grondbeginsels der
Nederlandsche spelling"), Nijmegen 1863 
(pseud, of A. van der Linde)
Huygen, Pieter & Jan De beginselen van Gods koninkryk in den Mensch,
(1689) Amsterdam 1700, ib.l740 
Huygens, Constantijn De gedichten, ed. J.A.Worp Groningen 1892-9
Korenbloemen, 's Hage 1658, Amsterdam 1672 
Hofwijk, 's Gravenhage 1653 




Hoolwerf, Simon van 
Houttuyn, Martin 
Hove, Paulus van
'Hoven, Hubert van den
“Hubert, Anthonis de 
“Huisman, J 
“Hulster, Leo d'







in Klioos Kraam q.v. (=J.Six van Chandelier?) 
Theoretisch praktische und vergleichende
HollSndische Sprachlehre, Amsterdam 1838 
Verscheidenheden uit het gebied der Nederduitsche 
taalkunde, Deventer 1844 (esp. pp.1-89) 
Taalkundig handboekje, of alphabetische lijst van
alle Nederlandsche woorden, die wegens spelling 
of taalkundig gebruik aan eenige bedenking 
onderhevig zijn, ed. J.H.van Dale Schoonhoven
1874
G- en Ch-geschiedenis, in "Archief"III,95 
Bezwaren tegen de spelregeling voor het Woordenboek 
der Nederlandsche Taal, Deventer 1865 
Mijne toetreding tot de spelling van het Woordenboek 
der Nederlandsche Taal, Deventer 1867 
& in "Taal en Letterbode",Haarlem 1874,276 
see Janssens
Verbeterde vlaemsche spraek- en spel-konste, Brugge
1775




A grammar of the Dutch language, London 1792,ib.1798 
=k practical grammar..., London 1803 
Nauw-keurige Needer-lander, (ca.1655) in "Friesche 
Rijmlerye" ed.E.Epkema Ljeauwert 1821 
see Cuno 
see Verpoorten
Kort aenwijzing tot eene prompte letter of spelkonst 
med de weIke men alle talen besceedelyk zal 
konnen schrijven ofte spellen, ca.l740 
Dictionaire flamand, ca.l740 (both in MS only) 
Twistgesprek, (1641) in Huydecoper 11,;^.919 
poems in Klioos Kraam q.v.
Het leven is verrulckulluk, Amsterdam 1961 
Verhandeling over de klankkunde,(1699, in MS) in 
"Lambert ten Kate" by A.van der Hoeven,
’s Gravenhage 1896 
Aenleiding tot de kennisse van het verhevene deel 
der nederduitsche sprake, Amsterdam 1723 
Lofzangen,(transi.of Prudentius) Leyden 1712 
dedicatory poem in Eikelenberg 1714 q.v.
Kerchove, Hieronymus vanden De verborghen Wetenschappen van het Ghristelijclc
Leven, Antwerpen 1710 
Kern... see "Volmaakte kern..."












Etymologicum teutonicae linguae, sive Dictionarium 
Teutonico-Latinum, Antwerpen 1599,Alkmaar 1605 
ed.G.van Haaselt Utrecht 1777 
Kilianus Auctus, Amsterdam 1642 
review of Bilderdijk's "Spraakleer", in "De 
Recensent..." 1827 
Historisch verhael, Amsterdam 1677
Klioos Kraam vol verscheiden gedichten, Leeuwarden 1656-7 (ed, H.Rintjus)
Kiack, J A 
’Kluit, Adriaan
Een nieuw alfabet, in "0ns Eigen Blad" 1956 & 1957 
Vertoog over de tegenwoordige spelling der
Nederduitsche Taal, in "Werken" of My.der Ned. 
Let. Leyden 1772-8, vol.Ill (1777)
(continuation of a treatise in "Nieuwe Bydragen 
tot opbouw der vaderlandsche letterkunde",
Leyden 1763-6, vol.I)
& see Hoogstraten
Teken en klank bij M. de Ruyter, Assen 1959 
Ontwerp der Neder-duitsche letterkonst, Amsterdam3649 
Koliewijn, Roeland Anthonie Onze lastige spelling, Amsterdam 1891
Opstellen over spelling en verbuiging,Groningen 1916 
Voorstellen tot vereenvoudiging van onze spelling
en verbuiging,(ed.Buitenrust Hettema)Zwolle 1893 
=Voorstellen tot vereenvoudiging van de Schrijftaal, 
Zutphen 1895, 1902 
Kooiman, Klaas see Spiegel




Krom, Hermannus Johannes 
Krul, Jan Hermansz
Kurzgefasste nider-teutsch oder hollSndische 
Grammatica, Ntirnberg 1716 
Neue Holl&idische Grammatica, Amsterdam 1755 
Vollkommene niederdeutsche oder hollandische
Grammatik, ed. A,A.van Moerbeek Leipzig 1774 
Das Konigliche Nider-Hoch-Teutsch und Hoch-Nider- 
-Teutsch Worter-Buch, Ntirnberg 1719 
Nieuw Woordenboek der Nederlandsche en Hoogduitse 
Taal, Leipzig 1768 
Nieuwe Hoogduitse Grammatica, ed. Wilhelm van der 
Heck, Amsterdam 1757 
Antwoord over de verbeteringe der schoolèn, in 
"Verh.Zeeuwsch Gen." 1732
Ghristelycke offerande, Amsterdam 1640 
Minne Spiegel ter deughden II, Amsterdam 1662
'Kruyskamp, Cornells
595.
Moet de spelling eenvoudiger, in "Algemeen 
Dagblad" 15 January 1972 
Kunst wordt door arbeid verlcreegen Nederduitsche Spraekkonst, Leiden 1770 
Kuyper, Cornells Vierde deel der Nederduytsche spellinge,Amsterdam nd
Vijfde deel der Nederduytsche spellinge,Purmerende 
nd (both circa 1690)
Lacchelijke Cluchte van een Boer die in een Calfs-vel benaeyt was,Amsterdam(l6l5) 
Laconis Flandri Presbyteri Linguae Teutonicae Exexlex, Hulst 1666
(=Laco Flandrus,priest;...Ex excellentibus lexicis?) 
address to author, in Van der Werve q.v. 
Nederlandsche Spellijnghe,(1550) ed,J.F.J.Heremans 
& F.Vanderheyden, Cent 1882 
Naembouck van alien natuerlieken ende ongeschuumde 
vlaemsche woorden (1550,1562)ed.R.Verdeyen 
Liège 1945
Over uitspraak en spelling, voornamelijk in de 
Nederlandsche taal, Amsterdam 1870 
De gedichten, Amsterdam 1721 
see Ahn
introduction to Hexham, in Manly revision 1672,1678 
see Huydecoper
Over de spelling vqn sommige woorden, meest van
uitheemschen oorsprong, in Med.Kon.Ac.der Wet. 
1865,160 
in "Magazijn v.Ned.Taalkunde IV 
De vermakelijke spraakkunst, Amsterdam (1865) 
poems in Klioos Kraam q.v. 
also printer of several of the books used 
Toneel- en Mengelpoezy, Amsterdam 1731 
Ariadne, Amsterdam 1693
dedicatory poem to J.Antonides v.d.Goes 1685 
in W.N.T., see p.370 
see "Nederduytschen..."
Aanmerkingen op de Nederduitsche Taale,(l653) 
ed. W.J.H.Caron Groningen 1958 
Naaberecht gedaan op J.v.Vondelens Noodigh berecht 
over de nieuwe nederduytsche misspellinge,
(1654) ed. Caron, included with above. 
Leuvensche Bijdragen, ’s Gravenhage 1896- 
Levende Talen, Utrecht 1930-. & see "Didactiek..."
Leydekker, Jacobus Philosophisen Duyvel, 1692
Eere van de Nationale Synode van Dordregt,
Amsterdam 1705 
dedicatory poem in Tuinman 1728 q.v.
Leydeklcer, Cornells Gentman dedicatory poem in Tuinman 1728 q.v.
Laet, Jan de 
'Lambrecht, Joos
“Land, Jan Pieter Nicolaas
“Langendijk, Pieter 
“Laun, Henri van 
“Leers, Arnoud 








‘Linden, Cornells van der
Lodenstein, Jodocus van 
‘Loey, Adolphe van
- & Obreen, Henri
Arnold Moonen 1644-1711, Amsterdam 1958 (Med.KNAvW)
De wijsen van Oosten binnen Jerusalem, Leiden 1696 
Troostreden, Leiden 1697
Rabbelary van de rabbelende P.Rabus, Leiden 1698 
& see "Lof-reden", & "Zeeuwse Wedergalm" 
Uyt-spanningen, (1676) Amsterdam 1681,ib.1695,ib.1703 
Middelnederlandse Spraakkunst, Antwerpen 1948-49 
Bijdrage tot de kennis van het Zuidwestbrabantsch 
in de Xllle en XlVe eeuw, Brussel 1937 
De oudste middelnederlandse oorkonden, Gent 1934 
(Versl.& Med.Kon.Vl.Ac.)
Lof-reden op Piet Rab of Rap. 1699 (by supporters of C.v.d.Linden q.v.)
Lokeren, J B van ^hristelyke Académie, 1713
Loots, Cornells see p.180
Looy, Jacobus van Gedichten, Leiden 1932
Loys, Ferdinand Den nieuwen spiegel der jonckheyt, Duinkerken 1718
Lubach, A E Over de verbuiging van het werkwoord in het
Nederlandsch der l6de eeuw, Groningen 1891
Luyken, Jan Duytse Lier, Amsterdam (pub.Wagenaer) 1671, & ed.
M.oabbe Zutphen 1926 (= Amsterdam 1671, pub. 
Veenendal)
596.
Maatschappij tot Nut van ’t Algemeen (earlier "Bataafsche Maatschappyo..")
Grammatica of Nederduitsche Spraakkunst, Leiden 
1814, ib.l829 
Spel- en lees-boekje voor eerst-beginnenden, 
Amsterdam 1786, Leiden 1789,ib.1805 
Spel- en lees-boekje voor de jeugd, Leiden 1807, 
Amsterdam 1859 
Spelboekje voor eerstbeginnenden, Leiden 1808 
Trap der jeugd, Leiden 1787,ib.1791,ib.1793 
Rudimenta, Leiden 1805, Gent 1858 
(the grammar is often attributed to Siegenbeek, and 
the 'Rudimenta' to Bolhuis)
& see Bolhuis & Varick 
Maerlant, Jacob van see p.317,419
Magazijn voor Nederlandsche Taalkunde, 's Gravenhage 1847-52 
Man, L de Lexicographia, Brussel 1964
Mander, Karel van De gulden harpe, Amsterdam 1626
Manly, D see Hexham
Marchant, Hendrik Pieter Regels van'de Vereenvoudigde spelling,(1934)in Daman 
Marin, Pierre Dictionaire portatif Hollandois et Francois,(1696)
ed.E.Zeydelaar Dordrecht 1773,ib.1787 
Nieuw Nederduits en Frans Woordenboek,Amsterdam 1701 
Compleet Nederduitsch en Fransch Woordenboek,
Amsterdam 1717; ("Groot...")Dordrecht 1730, 
ib,1752,Amsterdam 1768 
Dictionaire portatif frangois-flamand,Amsterdam 1751 
^Dictionnaire portatif Frangois et Hollandois, 
ed.J.Holtrop Dordrecht 1773,1b.1786 
Dictionnaire Complet François et Hollandois, 
Amsterdam 1710,Dordrecht 1743 
^Dictionnaire François et Hollandois,Amsterdam 1762 
Nouvelle méthode pour apprendre les principes et 
l'usage des langues française et hollandois, 
(l694)Deventer 1751, Utrecht 1767, ed.I.I. 
Gilbert Amsterdam 1800
Waarschouwinge, in "Het boek der PsàLnen 
Davids", Antwerpen 1580 
De Byencorf der H.Roomsche Kercke, np 1574 
Œuvres, Bruxelles 1857-60 
see p.271
in Klioos Kraam q.v.
Historische Grammatik der Niederlandische Sprache, 
Heidelberg 1927 
Woordenschat,(1650)Amsterdam 1654,ib.1669, ib.l688, 
ib.l745
Dictionaire ou Promptuair Flameng-Francoys,Anvers 
1591-92(two versions of engraved title-page, 
one dated 1587, one dated 1591 resp.1592) 
Rotterdam 1602 
Le grand Dictionaire François -Flameng; Den Schat 
der Duytsche Tale, Rotterdam 1613; ib.l630, 
ib.1636,ib, 1640 (the latter anonymous) 
rev.J.L.d'Arsi Rotterdam I651,ib.l663 
rev.J.L.d'Arsi & T.La Grue Rotterdam 1682, ib.l694, 
Amsterdam 1699 
(sometimes known as the "Waesberghe"dietionary, 
after the printer of all editions) 
see po289, & see Najer
Verhandeling over den oorsprong en de natuur der
taalen in het algemeen beschouwd,Groningen 1771 
Conjugaisons...pour ceux qui desirent apprendre
François, Italien, Espagnol & Flamen,Anvers 1558 
Deviz familiers propres à tous marchands desireux 




’Meer, M J van der
’Meijer, Lodewijk







Vocabulaire François-flameng, Anvers 1562-63 
^Dictionaire Fraiicoys-Flaineng, ib.l584 
see Van Loey, Hoebeke, Franck, Van Helten, Verwijs, 
Boecius &c.
Mierlo,Joannes Josephus Franciscus van Tegen regel 8 en 5 van het voorstel-
Marchant, in "Onze Taaltuin" 111,49 
Moerbeek,Adam Abrahamzoon van Neue vollkommene hollandische Sprachlehre
(1791) Leipzig 1304 
& see Kramer
Nederduitsche .Spraakkunst naar het Hollandsch,
Gent 1823
Vondels spelling, in " T i j d s c h i f t . 1908,106 
Dictionariurfl Latino-Teutonicum novum,Amsterdam I664 
Bericht van een niewe konst, genaemt de spreeckonst, 
(1635) ed.W.J.H.Caron Groningen 1964 
Nederduitsche spraekkunst, Amsterdam 1706,ib.1719 
ib.l740, ib.n.d.
Vragen aan den Here J.v.Vondel,(ca.1671) in Vondel's 
"Werken" ed.Van Lennep XII,9 
& see Lindeboom
Childerik, Amstadam 1738 (tr. by C.L.de Neuf ville)
't Licht der Neder-duytsche schryfkonst,(I6l2) 
quoted in Ampzing, original lost 
De voornaamste verschillen over de spelling kortlijk 
aangewezen, en de bekentraakingen van Klaas 
Najer aangaande sijn letter en spelkonstige 
bewij sen verdedigt tegens den schrijver van de 
Haagsche Mercurius,Amsterdam 1711 (see Doedyns) 
see Tyderaan
Soep lepelen met een vork, Amsterdam 1972 
“Multatuli (pseud.Eduard Douwes Dekker) Ideeen 43,45, in "Verzamelde Werken"
Amsterdam 1950-60 
De geschiedenis van Woutertje Pieterse, ed. N.A.
Donkersloot Amsterdam 1938 
Beginsels der Natuurkunde, Leiden 1739 
see p . 131
Bekentmakingen, in "Amsterdamse Courant" ca.1700 
Eenvoudig vertoog briev-wys gesc hr even aan Jakob 
Marcelis, Amsterdam 1702 
& see Doedyns, & M.S.
Taalkundige aantekeningen op de werken van 
G.A.Bredero, Groningen 1893 
“(De) Navorscher, Amsterdam 1851-1959
“Neckere,Philippus Jacques de Bewerp van een Vlaemsche Spelling, Yper (I8I5) 
Nederduitsche Letteroefeningen, Gent 1834 
“Nederduytschen Letter-schik, Leuven ca.1775
“Niervaert, C Dz van Onderwys in de letterkonst,(ca.I6OO) Delft 1676,
Purmerend 1743
“Nieuw Nederduitsch Speldeboek opgesteld tot onderwijs der Vorstelijke Kinderen,
Rotterdam 1780
“Nieuw Nederlandsche Taalmagazijn, >s Gravenhage 1853-57 
“(De) Nieuwe Taalgids, Groningen 1907-
“Nil Volentibus Arduum Verhandeling.. .van der Letteren Affinitas of
verwantschap,(ca.1673) Amsterdam 1728 
“Nolet de Brauwere van Steeland, Joannes Carolus Hubertus Z of S twee brieven
aan Dr.J.W.Wolf, Brussel 1846 
Noot, Jan van der Gedichten, ed.A.Verwey Amsterdam 1895
Ode, Amsterdam 1944
Het Bosken en het Theatre, ed.W.A.P.Sbit Amsterdam 
1953
“Nouvelle grammaire flamande: see La Grue, & "Grammaire plus exacte..."
“Nouvelle grammaire pour apprendre le Flamand,Anvers 1817,ed.J.des Roches
Bruxelles 1821
“Nut see "Maatschappij tôt Nut..."
“Moke, J J




















'Nuttig en Noodig speldboekje..., Rotterdam ca.l775 (dedication signed "N.N.") 
’NyloS, Jacob Aanleiding tot de nederduitsche taal, Amsterdam 1703,
Leeuwarden 1711,Amsterdam 172l,ib.1723,ib.1746, 
ib.l751
Predikaatsien, en andere stichtelyke Mengelstoffen, 
(1711) Amsterdam 1740 
see Van Loey
De seven hooft-sonden, Amsterdam 1682 
Les Racines de la langue Hollandoise, accompagnée 
d'une grammaire simplifiée,Bruxelles 1818 
Nieuw Klassisch Vlaemsch eh Fransch Woordenboek, 
Malines 1852-53, ib.l859 
Oosterzee, Hendrik Marinus Christiaan van Beknopte uitspraakleer der
Nederlandsche taal,(1848) 's Hertogenbosch 1858
Onze Taaltuin, Rotterdam 1932-42 
Oppy, ? van den see p. 131
Oprecht Haarlemse Courant see Haje
Verzameld werk,I:Verantwoording...Spelling,
('s Gravenhage 1952-6)
Voorschaduwing van het Zegepralende Ryk...Jesu 
Christi, Rotterdam 1666 
review of V.Ginneken, in %Onze Taaltuin" 1,58 
Over sc hie, Francois Jalcob van Oiwd niiws of volbragte belof te,Delft 1735
Aan 't Hooft der Land-Poeeten onser tyd Huybert 
Kornz Poot, Delft 1715a6 
Paardekoper, Petrus Cornells Syntaxis, Spraaldcunst en taalkunde. Den Bosch 1965
Wendier tegen wetenschap. Den Bosch 1967 
& in "0ns Eigen Blad" 15 Sept.1957 
Nederduitsche spraekkunst voor de jeugdt,
Rotterdam 1769, ib.1774-6 
Over de verbeteringe der schoolen..., (cf.Krom) 
Louwerlcrans aan den Heer Willem Swinnaas, Raad en 
vroedschap in den Briel, over sijn Engelse, 
Nederlandse en Munsterse krakkeelen,n.p.1665 
Cypressen op het Grav van de Heer Rumoldus Rombouts, 
voornaam leeraar te Leiden,n.p.,n.d,(ca.1690?) 
^tia Cattavicena of Katwykze Speeluren, Katwykse 
Oudheden, Leyden 1688 
Catti Aborigines Batavorum, ^eiden 1697, ed. P.v.d.
Schelling Leiden 1745 
Index Batavicus, Leiden 1701 
Poezy, Amsterdam 1774
Taalkundige Kroniek: spelling en spellingwijziging, 
in "Dietse Warande..." 1958,433 
see Bineken
Voorréde aan den lezer, in "Quintus Horatius Flaccus 
Dichtkunst op onze tyden en zeden gepast"
(1677) Amsterdam 1707 
Nouvelle et parfaite grammaire royale francoise et 
hollandoise, Amsterdam 1777 
Bellerophon, Amsterdam 1614 
Bacchus Wonderwercken, Amsterdam 1628 
see Versluys 
see Poeraet
l'anti grammaire of d'oude spraek-konst verworpen, 
Amsterdam 1673 
Nomenclature nouvelle...nieuw vocabulariura, ib.l676 
Rhapsodie van Nederduitsche Taalkunde,Amsterdam 1776 
Aanmerkingen over het misbruik der letter V, ib.l768 
Verhandeling over...de zelfstandige en byvoeglyke 
Naerawoorden, die in hunne Buiginge de letter 
D of T vereisschen, Amsterdam 1774 
Thesaurus Theutonicae Linguae, Schat der
Neder-duytscher spraken, Antwerpen 1573














Speldwerk of waerschouwinge an den neerduitschen 
schrijver van de spelding, Haerlem 1632 
^Orthographia belgica, Amsterdam 1637 
Der Herdooperen Anslach op Amsterdam, Haerlem 1632 
De verliefde Lubbert, Amsterdam 1673 
Gedichten, 1692-1723
De spelling van Moonen in eenen brief verdedigt 
door P.H.P, '8 Gravenhage 1703 
review of Gargon, in "Boekzaal..."1722a,229 
Het heylige herte, Antwerpenn.d.
Het masker van de wereldt afgetrocken,Antwerpen I646 
Novum Dictionarium Belgico-Latinum ex optimis 
authorum, Maastricht 1739,ib.1753 
(based on work by Pomey)
Gedichten, Delft 1722-23
Vlaamsche Bibliographie (1330-1390), Gent 1393-1902







Poot, Hubert Cz 
“Potter, Frans de
"Prisma vreemde woorden boek, ed. A.Kolsteren, Utrecht 1967 
Pyl, Roelof van der Grammaire Hollandoise pratique, Dordrecht 1316
A practical grammar of the Dutch language,
Ro tterdam 1319, ib. 1329, ib. 1373, ib. 1333 
De Ho Hand sc he-lii 8, met de Brabandsche-Lely,
's Gravenhage 1629 
De schaamtelooze Leidschendamsche Dominé Broer 
Knelis, Rotterdam 1693 
& see V.d.Linden
& in "Boekzaal" July 1696, May 1697, July 1697, 
March 1698, July 1698 
“Rapport van de Nederlands-Belgische commissie voor de spelling van de
Bastaardwoorden, ’s Gravenhage 1967 
(& see "Eindvoorstellen...")
“Re, P J de grammar ? ca.l820 (see p.304)
Élémens de la logique. Roulers 1317 
Reael, Laurens see p.23
(De) Recensent 00k der Recensenten, Amsterdam 1805-52 
'^Recueil des mots choisis françois et flamand, tiré des Dictionnaires les plus
Nouveaux, pour l'usage des Eleves des 
Religieuses URSULINES, Gand 1738 
“Renier, P J Beginselen der Vlaemsche spraekkunst,(1831)
Kortryk 1853
“Resolution aengaende de Duijtsche taie,(1628) by translators of States-Bible,
with additional comments by "Reviseurs" (1633) 
in Zwaan.
Over-Isselsche Sangen en Dichten,(I630) 
ed.W.A.P.Smit Amsterdam 1930 
Kort Begryp der Nederduitsche spel-konst, 1758 
Anglo-Belgica, Amsterdam 1677,ib.1689,ib.1698-99 
journal in "Priangan. De Preanger-Regentschappen 
onder het Nederlandsch Bestuur tot 1311" by 
F.de Haan Batavia 1910-12, II,277ff 
editor of & poems in Klioos Kraam q.v.
De Morgenstond, Leeuwarden 1690 
Nieuwe Nederduytsche spraek-konst, Antwerpen 1761 
Nieuw Nederduytsch en Fransch woordenboek, ib.l769 
Dictionnaire François-Flamand et Flamand-François, 
ed. A Grangé Antwerpen 1835 
Eglentiers poëtens borstweringh,Amsterdam I6l9 
& in "Den bloemhof van de Nederlantsche ieught" 
ed.L.M.van Dis Amsterdam 1955 
Den grooten dictionaris efï schat van dry talen, 
Duytsch, Spaensch en Fransch,(1634)
Antwerpen 1639-40 
Naar een betere spelling, Tilburg 1957 
see p.360,368
Revius, Jacobus














Ruyter, Michiel de 
'Salverda de Grave, J.J.
Sanderus, Lambertus
Over de deelen der Rede en de rede-ontleding, of 
logische analyse der taal, Leeuwarden 1352 
De Nederlandsche spelling, in "De Gids" 1362,11 33 
Scilla, (1709) ed.L.S+rengholt Zwolle 1966 
Roraantiek uit het spellingtour nooi,Utrecht 1949 
Volgeestige werken, Amsterdam 1699-1712 
het Schouw-toneel des Doods, Amsterdam 1707 
see Koelmans
De fransehe woorden in het Nederlands, Amsterdam 1906 
-Kon.Ak.v.Wet.,afd.Letterkunde,verhandelingen 
nieuwe reeks, nos.7 & 20, 1906,1920 
in Klioos Kraam q.v.
Santen, Gerard Cornelisz van Lichte Wigger, Leyden 1617, ib.l635
Snappende Sijtgen, Leyden 1620
"Lichte Wigger en Snappende Siitgen; zeventiende- 
eeuwse gesprekken in Delfts dialect", by 
A.C.Crena de longh, Assen 1959 
“Sasbout Matthias Dictionaire Flameng-Francoys, Anvers 1576 (app.1572)
(De) Schadt-kiste der Philosopher en poeten, Mechelen 1621 
“Schagen, M Godgeleerde, historische, philosophische...
verraakelykheden, Amsterdam 1732-36 
Het spellingvraagstuk, in "De Gids" 1911,1,213 
Hollands Tiendregt, of verhandeling van het regt 
tot de tienden, Rotterdam 1727 
De aloude vryheid, staatsregeering en wetten der 
Batavieren, Rotterdam 1746 
& see Alkemade & Pars 
Poezy, (1712) Haarlem 1725 
Historische Grammatica van het Nederlands, 
ed. A.van Loey Zutphen 1954 
De spellingvoorsteHen, in "Levende Talen" 1967,136 
Ausftihrliche Arbeit von der teutschen Haubt Sprache, 
Braunschweig 1663 
Nederduydsche spellinge,(1612) ed.F.L.Zwaan 
Groningen 1957 
Vocabularius qui intitulatur Teuthonista,Cologne 1477 
De strijdwijze der Kollewijners, Amsterdam 1912 
Over het droevig verval der Christenen, in "Anna 
Maria van Schurman en de stûdie der vrouw" by 
A.M.Douma Amsterdam 1924 
Proeve eener aanleiding tot de nederduitsche 
taalkunde, (ca.l750) in "Taal- dichb- en 
letterkundig Kabinet"I,II & VI 
A grammar of the Dutch language, London 1799 
Gedichten, Amsterdam 1733 
“Seeldraeyers, Antoon Karel Jozef review of Rombouts in "Wetenschappelijke
Tijdingen" Gent 1953 
& in "Uit het orthografisohilaboratorium" by C.B.
van Haeringen in "Nieuwe Taalgids" LII,54 
& see Verschueren
A new dictionary, EngHsh and Dutch, Amsterdam 1691 
=A large..., Amsterdam 1703, ib.1727-35 
A compleat dictionary English and Dutch...entirely 
improved by Egbert Buys, Amsterdam 1766 
A compendious guide to the low-dutbh language, 
Amsterdam 1700,ib.1740,ib.1747, ib.l754, 
ib. 3.760, rev. ib.l314 
Nederduytsche Bpraakkonst, Amsterdam 1703, ib.l712, 
ib.l724, ib.l733, ib.l756 
Korte verhandeling wegens de Nederduytsche spelling, 
in "Boekzaal..." 1703b,106 
De Schryver aan den Leezer, in "Boekzaal..."1704a,7 
Aanmerkingen op het boekje genaamd de spelling van 
AoMoonen verdeedigd, Amsterdam 1703 (= Poeraet)
& see Pola Grue
Scharten, Carel Theodorus 





“Schuere, Jacob van der
"Schueren, Gert van der 
“Schumann, B Th K 








Sexagius, Antoon (= van Tsestich)De orthographia Linguae Belgicae, Leuven 1576
& ed.L.Goemans in "Leuvensche Bijdragen" 1899-1900 
Ter Lev en roem van de seer Geleerde en verstandigen 
jongeling Aeschinus Saagraans, Franeker 1694 
Verhandeling over de Nederduitsche spelling,
Amsterdam 1804, ib.l810 
Verhandeling over de invloed der welluidendheid... 
op de spelling der Nederduitsche taal, in 
"Verhandelingen der Bat.My.v.Taat en 
Dichtkunde" I, Amsterdam 1804 
Waarschuwing tegen eenige in zwang gebragte
verbasteringen van de uitspraak onzer moedertaal, 
Leiden 1836 
Woordenboek voor de Nederduitsche spelling,
Amsterdam 1805, 's Hage 1817, Dordrecht 1829 
& see My.tot Nut..,, & Carlebur, & Simpel 
Taalkundige Tweespraak waarin de Hollandsche 
taalregels van Welland en de spelling van 
Siegenbeek tegen die der voornaamste Vlaamsche 
Taalopbouwers opgewogen warden, Yperen ca.l827 
Nieuwe denkbeelden of leerregels over de spraakkunst 
...uyt het Frans vertaalt...en door den 
vertaalder vermeerdert, met Leerregels over de 
spellinge, Amsterdam ca.l76l 
Poesy, Amsterdam 1657 
& see I.S.U.C.
in "Annuarium der Apologet.Ver.Petrus Canisius" 1909 
Vlaams taal- en volksbewustzijn in het Zuidneder-
landse geestesleven van de 18de eeuw, Gent 1959 
Schatkamer der Nederlandsse Oudheden,Amsterdam 1711 
Poezije, Amsterdam 1694 
dedicatory poem in K.de With 
Natuurkundige Regelmaat der Taal, 
i 3 Hertogenbosch 1824 
Schryf-kunst-boeck, Amsterdam 1613 
Epitheta, Rotterdam 1620 
Snoeijmes der Vlaemsche Tale, in "Verz.Taalk.Opstellen" by De Vooys,III,341 (MS)
Simpel, David de
Sinkel, Jan
Six van Chandelier, Jan








Speelman, Cornelis Jsz 
Spiegel, Hendrik Laurensz
see Zoet
De gemeenzame Geest, Amsterdam 1679 
see "Hollandsche... "
Journaal der reis van Joan Cunaeus naar Perzie in 
1651-1652, ed.A Hotz Amsterdam 19DS 
Hert-spiegel, (1614) ed.A C de Jong Amsterdam 1930 
Twe-spraack vande nederduitsche letterkunst,
Leiden 1584,Amsterdam 1614, Wormerveer 1649, 
ed.K.Kooiman Groningen 1913 
Stalpart van der Wielen, Johannes Madrigalia,(1635) ed.MCA van der Heijden
Zwolle i960
"Zijn leven en keur uit zijne lyrische gedichten" ed. 
G J Hoogewerff Bussum 1920 
Stammetz, J L Volkoomen Niskundig Woordenboek, ed. & trans. by
W.La Bordus Leiden 1740 
Staring, Antoni Christiaan Wijnand lets over onze spelling, Zutphen 1816
"Texten en varianten van A.C.W.S" by J.M.de Vries 
Zwolle 1958 
Brieven, ed.G.E.Opstelten Haarlem 1916 
De Friesdhe Lusthof,(1621) ed.J,van Vloten Utrecht 
1864
Nieuwen voorschriftboek,(1714)Tielt 1793,Veurne 1833 
Uytspraeck vande weerdicheyt der duytsche tael, in 
"De Beghinselen der weeghconst" Leiden 1586 
Liefhebbery der Reekenkunst, Enkhuisen 1748-50 
Beknopte aanleiding tot de kennis der spelling,
spraakdelen en zintekenen van de Nederduitsche 




Steyn, Gerard van 
Stijl, Klaas
602.
“Stuiveling, Garnit Het spel van de spelling, in "De Gids" 1972,169
SVaen, Michiel de Werken,(1686) ed. V.Oelen Antwerpen 1923-34
Sweerts, H see Zweerds
“Taal en Letterbode, Haarlem 1870-74 
“Taal en Letteren, Zwolle 1891-1906
“Taal-, Dicht- en Letterkundig Kabinet, Amsterdam 1781-4 
“Taalkundig Magazijn, Rotterdam 1835-40
“T.A.C.P. Nieuw Nederlandsch speldeboek, Utrecht 1780
“Tael- en Dicht-kundige By-dragen, Leyden 1760-62 
“Talen, J G see Buitenrust Hettema
“Terbruggen, J A see Bruggen
“Thijm, Joseph Albert Alberdingk Over de spelling van de bastaartwoorden in
't Nederduitsch, Amsterdam 1843 
“ De Nederduitsche spelling, Utrecht 1847
=articles in "Algemeen Letterlievend Maandschift" 
1846-48
review of Carlebur in "De Gids" 1357 11,730 
under pseud. "P.Foreestier"
“Tijdschrift voor Nederlandse Taal en Letterkunde, Leiden 1881-
Tollens, Hendrik 
‘Tuinman, Carolus
Nieuwe Gedichten, in "Dichtwerken" Leeuwarden 1855-7 
Fakkel der Nederduitsche Taale...Hier achter is
gevoegd Oud en Nieuw of Vergelyking der oude 
en nieuwe Nederduitsche taal, Leyden 1722 
Vervolg op de Fakkel..., Middelburg 1731 
Nederduitsche Poezy, Middelburg 1728 
Rymlust, Middelburg 1729 
Observationem medicarum, Amsterdam 1657 
defence of spelling used in "Proeve" of Dulces ante 
omnia musae, q.v. vol.I (signed "M.T.") 
Klearchus, dwingeland van Heraklea, Amsterdam 1727 
see "Recueil..."
Valcoogh, Dirrick Adriaensz Regel der duytsche Schoolmeesters, (1591)
ed.P.A.de Planque Groningen 1926 
Alle de wercken van P.Ovidius Naso,
Amsterdam 1697, ib.1700 
Neder-lantsche Gedenck-clanck, Haerlem 1626 
see Hoven
Rudimenta of gronden der Nederduitsche Spraake,
Leiden 1798,ib.1799,ib.1802,ib.1805 (a Nut work) 
De tragédie der werkwoordsvormen, Groningen 1956, 
ib.l960 (revised)
Spellingvereenvoudiging, 's Gravenhage 1968 
Tafereel van de belacchende werelt,
’8 Graven-hage 1635 
Meraorie of getrouw verhaal van...Neerlands 
Oostindien, Delft 1762 
see Lambrecht
Vereniging voor wetenschappelijke spelling Programma, in Hermkens p.132 
Verhandelingen uitgegeven door de Hollandsche Maatschappye der Weetenschappen
te Haarlem, Haarlem 1755-93 
Verhandelingen uitgegeven door het Zeeuwsch Genootschap der Wetenschappen te
Vlissingen, Middelburg 1769-92
Woordenschat ofte letter-konst...door J.D.V., (1742) 
Antwerpen 1759, ib.l767 
introduction to; Modern Woordenboek. Vijfde herziene 
druk geheel in nieuwe spelling,Turnhout 1949-50 
Konsekwente progressive spelling, op.cit. Turnhout 
1961, with W.Ple & A.Seeldraeyers 
Eenvouwdige aanmerkingen over het gebruik der V, 
in "Boekzaal..." 1765a,478 (by "Philologue")
Vrye gedagten...over den Boom der Kennisse des goeds 









‘Velde, Isaac van der
Venne, Adriaen van de 
Verbeet, G 
‘Verdeyen, René









Visscher, Ann Roemers 
‘Visschers, Petrus
Vondel, Joost van den
Linguae Belgicae Idea Grammatica...,Amsterdam 
1707 (by "Anonymus Batavus")
Brief aan A.Reland...tot rekenschap van de 
aanmerkingen van A.Moonen op de Idea,
Utrecht 1709 
Nederlants See-rechten, Amsterdam 1716 
Middelnederlandsch Woordenboek, 's Gravenhage 1885- 
De nieuwe voordelige schoollessen, Middelburg 1716 
Den gezalvden Christen, Middelburg 1723, ib.1737 
De Gheveinsde Doodt van Joosje, Amsterdam 1667 
’t Loff van de mutse, Leiden 1612 
Brabbeling, Amsterdam 1614,(Brabbelingh) ib.l669 
Alle de gedichten,(1602-14) ed.N.Beets Utrecht 1881 
Nieuw vlaemsch-fransch woordenboek, Leuven n.d. 
Vlaemschen en fransche woordenboek, Loven 1836-37 
“Vlaerdings Hedenrijck-bergh, Amsterdam 1617
"Vloten, Johannes van Spraakwording, taal en schrift, Zutfen 1359
Vragen over Nederlandsche taal, in "De Navorscher"
3863, 24
in "De betekenis van Johannes van Vloten" by 
Mea Mees-Verwey Santpoort 1928 
Vollenhove, Johannes see p.398
"Volmaakte en nuttige kern der fransche en nederduitsche talen, Amsterdam 1755
= Kern der fransche..., ib.l776 
Treurspelen begreepen in twee deelen,
Amsterdam I66I-65 
Olyftack aan Gustaaf Adolf, in "Werken" ed.
^.van Lennep Amsterdam 1865-68 
Palamedes, Amsterdam 1625, ib.l626, ib.l630, 
ib.l652, ib.l660, ib.ca.l675 
Maeghden, Amsterdam 1643 
& see Holler, & Leupenius 
Voorreden van de noodich... see Coornhert
Voorst, Did.Cornelis van der Over de verbeteringe der schoolen (cf.Krom)
Voorstad, Andries see Index
Vooys, Cornelis Gerrit Nicolaas Nederlandse Spraakkunst, Groningen 1947
Verzamelde taalkundige opstellen, Groningen 1924-47 
Geschiedenis van de Nederlandse taal, Antwerpen 1952 
Schets van de Nederlandse Letterkunde,Groningen 1966 
Moedertaalonderwijs inde Nederlanden, Turnhout 1939 
see "Didactiek..." 
see L.te Winkel
Spiegel van de nederlandse poezie, Amsterdam 1965 
see "Vereniging..."
Wekelyck Vermaeck, Brugge 1645 
see Mellema
Vaderlandsche Historié, Amsterdam 1749-59 
Noodigh Antwoord aan...J.H.van Swinden...op den 
briev aan hem gerigt, n.p. 1778 
Aenmerkingen over den oorsprong en verderen vo o r t ^ g 
der Nederduitsche taale, Franeker 1780 
Taalkundige Bydragen tot den Frieschen Tongval, 
Franeker 1802-6 
see Belleghem
Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche taalstudie in 
Vlaanderen I5OO-I886, Antwerpen 1900 
Zeventiende-eeuwse taal, Zutphen I960 
Nederduitsche Spraakkunst, Amsterdam 1805
& G.Stuiveling 
Vos, Hendrik J de 
Vries, J de 
Vries, M de
Vriesland, Victor E van 
V.W.S.
Vynck, P de 








'Werve, Jan van der
&see Carlebur, & Simpel
Bezinning over spellihg, in "De Standaard"
24 June 1961, in "De taal waarmee wij leven" 
by M.van Nierop Antwerpen 1962 
Den schat der duytseher talen,(1550) Antwerpen 1559, 









Bevatlijk onderwijs in de Nederlandsche spel- 
en taalkunde, Groningen 1797 
Lof der zotheyd,(1659) in Huydecoper II,/919 
Alle de gedichten, 's Gravenhage 1672 
Inleyding tot een vastgegronde nederduitsche 
letterstellinge, Utrecht I65I 
Regularised English, Stockholm 1959 
A new and complete dictionary of the English and 
Dutch languages, London 1798 
A new pocket dictionary..., London 1811 
Taalbederf door de school van Koliewijn,
Amsterdam 1935 
Over de Hollandsche en Vlaamsche schryfwyzen van 
het Nederduitsch, Antwerpen 1824 
Over de nieuw ere vlaemsche spraelckunsten, in 
"Belgisch Museum" 1,224 
Brieven van, aan en over J.F.Willems 1793-1846, 
ed. A.Deprez Brugge 1965 
Inleiding tot de Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche 
taal, Culemborg n.d. (ca.l904)
De ontwikkelingsgang der Nederlandsche 
Letterkunde, Haarlem 1922-7 
De nederlandsche spelling, Leiden 1859 
Leerboek der Nederlandsche spelling, Leiden 1866 
Woordenlijst voor de spelling der Nederlandsche 
taal, 's Gravenhage 1366, ib.l872, ed, A. 
Kluyver ib.l893 
Woordenboek der Nederlandsche Taal,
’8 Gravenhage 1864- 
Schets der Nederduitsche spraakkunst, Utrecht 1784 
Nederduitsch-Fransch woordenboek. Dictionnaire 
Frangois-Hollandois et Hollandois-Frangois, 
Utrecht 1783 
Letterkonst, Leiden 1683 
Dictionarium Belgico-Latinum, Leiden 1684 
De getrouwe herderin, Rotterdam 1719 
Brieven, ed. N.Japikse Amsterdam 1919 
see E.G.P.
see L.te Winlcel "Woordenboek..." 
comments in "De Breederjand"
& see Nolet de Brauwere van Steeland 
De Menuet en de Dominées pruik,(1772) ed,
M.C.A.van der Heijden Utrecht 1968 
Historié van den heer Willem Leevend,
* s Gravenhage 1784-5 
Historié van Mejuffrouw Cornelia Windschut,
's Gravenhage 1793-6 
see L.te Winkel
Woordenlijst voor de spelling der Ned.taal, see L.te Winkel 
Woordenlijst van de Nederlandse Taal, ’s Gravenhage 1954, ib.l956 
Yk, Cornelis van De Nederlandsche Scheeps-bouw-konst, Delft 1697
Zeeus, Jakob De wolf in 't schaepsvel,(1725)
ed. C.W.van de Watering Zwolle 1963
Zeeuwse Wedergalm, 1698 
- Tweede deel van de Zeeuwse Wedergalm, 1698 (by supporters of C.v.d.Linden)
Winkel, Jan te
Winlcel, Lammert Allard te
& M de Vries
& M de Vries et al
Winkelman, 0 R F W
Winschooten, Wigardus à
With, Katharina de 
Witt, Jan de 






Zevecote, Jacob van 
'Zeydelaar, Ernst
see p . 391
Regelmatige nederduitsche spelkonst, Amsterdam 1769 
Vervolg der regelmatige..., Amsterdam 1772 
Nederduitsche spraakkonst, Amsterdam 1781 
Grammaire générale raisonée française et 
hollandaise, Amsterdam 1768 
Verhandeling over de spelling der néderduitsche 








Zabynaja, of verraomde loosheid, Amsterdam 1648 
d'Uitsteekendste Digt-kunstige werkken,
Amsterdam 1675, ib. (...werken) 1714 
& in Klioos Kraam q.v.
Uit de Geschiedenis der Nederlandsche spraalckunst, 
Groningen 1939 
& see v.d.Schuere
Alle de Gedichten van Hieronymus Sweerts, 
Amsterdam 1697 
Sc in Klioos Kraam q.v.
60é.
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Goes 48,237 (Antonides van der...)
Graaf 442
Grammaire plus exacte 8,25,85,174,215,250,259,262,359,385,470,486,496,557,565, 
567-8,570




















































































































































































































































































































































Nieuw Ned. Speldeboek 155,216,540
Nil Volentibus Arduum 11-2,25,36,40,53,72,104,121,160-1,135,213,220,232,257,266,
284,315,356,383,404-5,431,470,496,545
Nolet de Brauwere van Steeland 391
Noot 21,98,207,224,251,266,338,377,428,465,551
Nouvelle Gr. pour apprendre... 263





















































































































































































































































Wolff (E) & Deken 54,170,177,182,241,249,262
















The attached article was accepted for inclusion 
in the first issue of Dutch Studies, Summer 1 9 7 3 ,  
but due to lack of space has been held over until 
the 1974 issue.
Applied Linguistics in the seventeenth century, and the 
Dutch grammar of Willem Beyer, 1661, 1681.
In the flourishing culture of the Northern Netherlands in 
the early seventeenth century, a proportionate amount of 
attention was paid to the state of the language. Between 
1623 and 1625 several of the leading literary figures, 
inc]uding Hooft and Vondel, had joined in a series of meetings 
to discuss many aspects of linguistic usage in literature.
In this atmosphere it is to be expected that several grammars 
of the language would appear, and this is indeed the case.
Until 1^20 there had only been one work with any claim 
to being a complete vernacular grammar, the Twe-spraack 
presumed to have been written by Hendrik Spiegel in 1584, and 
reprinted in 1614. In addition to this work of fairly 
limited scope there were only the various spelling handbooks, 
about nine in number, though some of these, such as that of 
Jacob van der Schuere, are very detailed.
In contrast to this, in the few years between 1624 and 
1 6 3 5  three more spelling works and some six grammatical works 
appeared, ranging from the introductions by De Hubert and 
Ampzing to the detailed phonetic investigations by Montanus.
Of these the first to have any claim to being a full grammar 
is that of the Leiden mathematician Christiaen Van Heule, 
whose Nederduytsche Grammatica appeared in 1625. This was 
reissued in a considerably revised form in 1633. After 1635 
(Montanus) no significant new work appeared for over 15 years.
The many contacts between the Netherlands and England in 
the fields of culture, commerce and combat, encouraged the 
compiling of foreign language‘handbooks. These were almost ’ 
exclusively in the form of vocabularies and phrase-books set 
out in the way of conversations, for example the English Dutch
French Latin Scliole-master. whose first English edition 
was published in 1637 by Michael Sparke, London. Many of 
these conversation booklets include rudimentary grammatical 
notes in the shape of verb paradigms, e.g. in the Grooten 
V ocabulaer Engels ende Duyts of 1639 (published by J. 
Waesberghen), and, less frequently, a section on pronunciation, 
as in Meurier's book of 1558, adapted for English in Le 
Meyre ’ s Sch.olemaster of 1606, and some of the similarly 
titled works of later date, notably that of 164-6^. The 
Conjugations of'Thomas Basson (1586), adapted from Meurier, 
is unj.que in giving only paradigms and no dialogues or 
vocabulary. But none of these.can be called full grammars 
of Dutch for foreigners.
In the light of this, when, after compiling the first 
proper Dutch-Snglish and English-Dutch dictionary in 1647-48, 
it occurred to Henry Hexham to include a comprehensive grammar, 
it can be seen that there was nothing written in English on 
which he could base his work. He was therefore forced to 
use a native Dutch grammar and translate it into English. As 
can be seen from the notes above, even in Dutch there were at 
that time few works of adequate compass or suitable content 
to act as a base for his grammar, the only reasonably 
comprehensive books being the Twe-spraack, the two editions 
of Van Heule, and a school grammar written by Richard Dafforne 
in 1627. Of these Dafforne is a self-confessed compilation 
from existing works, so that by far the most thorough and 
broadly based is that of Van Heule, and of this work the 
second edition contains much more than the first. It seems 
almost inevitable then that this work should have been chosen 
by Hexham. The radical change of function from a treatise 
on the native language to a foreign language primer 
naturally occasioned a great deal of careful editing and
remoulding, in which Hexham seems to have acquitted himself 
with mixed fortunes, though on the whole adequately.
This same grammar, Van Heule 1633, was also to form the
basis of another, slightly more limited work in English when, 
in 1661, Willem Beyer published a trilingual grammar of 
French, Dutch and English, Not only is the work in three 
sections, respectively the French, the Dutch and the English 
grammars, but each grammar is also in all three languages, 
arranged in pa. rail el text format, three columns to a page.
The French and English grammars fall outside the scope of 
this discussion, but the Dutch grammar is of great importance, 
being only the second full Dutch grammar written in English, 
and the first in French. It is also the first grammar in' 
English to be available as a separate work. Beyer was just 
as limited as Hexham as to possible foundations for his work.
Van Heule being still the only comprehensive grammar, although 
several other works had appeared since 1648, and the Twe-spraack 
had been once more reprinted (1 6 4 9 ).
A thir*d work for English speaking students appeared in 
1664, the Instructor by François Hillenius, and English 
schoolmaster in Rotterdam, This too is based on Van Heule, 
though many of the letter’s ideas are modified in the light 
of contemporary trends. Hillenius put more of his o\m thought 
into his adaptation, though it is still a scarcely disguised 
precis of Van Heule 1633. Lack of space rules out a detailed 
discussion here on the relationship of Hillenius to Van Heule, 
hut it can be pointed out-that his work was in much more 
widespread use than Beyer’s (whose circulation was possibly 
restricted to the Netherlands), and was the standard text of 
English students until replaced by Sewel’s Guide in 1700 and 
the grammar in his dictionary of 1691.
4The function of Beyer's work (in this respect similar to 
Hillenius) - the teaching of elementary Dutch - was the same 
as Hexham's, but the approach of the two is radically 
different. Before enlarging upon this, it is helpful to give 
some of the biographical facts known on Beyer,
Very little is in fact known about him. He is not listed 
in any of the standard English, French or Ditch bibliographies 
or biographical dictionaries, even though he wrote in all 
three languages, about all three languages, and his works are 
present in a great many countries (France, Belgium, England, 
Germany, U.S.A., Sweden, but according to the Centrale Catalogue 
not in The Netherlands I ) . We know some biographical detail 
from his own introduction, included (thoughtfully) in both 
editions of the grammar, where he says that ^il y a 
maintenant a.u delà de trente ans que je m'exerce en 1 'instruction 
de la jeunesse*, giving instruction '^à écrire en toutes sortes 
de caractères, à chiffrer, à calculer, à tenir le livre à 
l'Italienne, & tout ce qui peut servir aux Marchand s ; je les 
instruis encore dans le Fragoys & le Flamend, & les faires 
exercer en l'Anglois, pour y orthographier correctement & lire 
promptement: afin d'obtenir ce but, je fais translater à mes 
disciples quatre fois de jour, & tout passe l'examen*.
It is interesting to note that even then problems arose 
for foreigners with English spelling I He at least considers 
himself to have been a succesful teacher since about 1630, which, 
although it is mere propaganda for his school, helps to place 
the date of his birth before or about 1610.
Amongst his ancestors he proudly claims *Juste van der 
Hbeck, Capitaine courageus, & Adrien Beyer, Bourgemaistre de 
la ville de Schoonhoven, f i d d l e s  serviteurs du feu Prince 
d 'Orange GUILLAUME premier*^
The name Willem Beyer does crop up in contemporary records, 
A certain *Willem Beijer*, described as French schoolmaster at 
Mijnsheerenland van Moerkerken in the Rbekse Waerd district of 
the province South Holland (*Beijerland* I), figures in a 
marriage contract of 1 May 1653^, along with Geertruyt 
Joostendochter, born in Dordrecht. The two had been betrothed 
on 20 April of the same year, and presumably married in 
Mijnsheerenland. In addition the same records^ produce a 
^Willem Ghijsbrechtsen Beijer* of Mijnsheerenlsnd in a deed of 
10 July 16324. Furthermore A.J. van der Aa in his 
Aardrijkskundig Woordenboek^ records that in this same village 
the tomb of a certain Willem Beijer is remarkable for its 
carved headstone.
As all except one of the grammatical works of the Willem 
Beyer under discussion here were published in Dordrecht, it 
seems a reasonable assumption that the Willem Beijer and tlie 
Willem Ghijsbrechtsen Beijer mentioned in the records and the 
grammarian Willem Beyer are one and the seme person. Without 
examining the inscription of the headstone (if it still exists) 
it cannot be knovm if this too belongs to him.
The following published works of this schoolmaster are 
known to exist
La vraye Instruction des trois langues la Françoise, l'Anglois, 
& la Flamande, Jasper & Jean Goris, Dordrecht, 1661 
Vestibule introduisant à la vraye instruction des trois 
langues, la francoise, l'angloise et la flamende, à l'usage 
de l'ecole de Guillaume Beyer , J & J Goris, Dordrecht, 1662 
(this is merely a vocabulary, without grammar, despite the 
similarity in title to the previous work).
Les comnlimens Francois; contenans diverses fleurs choisis de 
1 'eloquence. De la traduction de G. Beyer. De fransche 
plicht-pleghinghe ..^Vertaelt door W. Beyer , A Vermerck,
Eaorlem, 1663 (French-Dutch parallel text)
De rechte onderwyzinge van de Fbansche, Fngelsche en 
Nedorduvtsche ïalen ... Den tweeden Druk, vermeerdert en
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van veele fonten gesuyvert. De Weduwe van Jasper, en Dirck 
Goris, Dordrecht, 1681 (also with English and French title 
pages)
Qilelques mots choisis des substantifs les Plp-s usitez .
The last mentioned is a vocabulary and dialogues bound with 
the grammars, and which, although mentioned on the title 
pages, has a separate pagination but no title page of 
its own. After page 6 it bears the page-heading of the 
grammar. It may bear some relationship to his ^Vestibule* 
of 1662, though it is only half the length. It is probably 
ultimately borrowed from one of the contemporary dialogue books, 
Of his other works nothing has been traced, but it is 
known for certain that at least one did exist, since he 
himself writes in the introduction to the earliest listed 
work that ®le public a vu deja auparavant quelque chose de ma 
main; mais celuy qui prendra la peine de confronter l'un avec 
l'autre en trouvera l'excessive difference, qui se découvre 
à un chacun à voir seulement le titre de ce livre*. It concerns 
a linguistic work therefore with a strong resemblance to the 
one in which he is i-nriting. Whether this is an earlier 
edition of the ^Vestibule* or some totally different work is 
not known, but it is unlikely to have been an earlier print 
of the gramrrnr since the 1681 edition is clearly inscribed as
*Den tweeden Druk*.
The only contemporary mentioned in bibliographies is *een
pastoor van Assendelft Willem Beyer, die in 1663 werd gekozen 
tot thesaurier en secretaris van het haarlemsch kapittel, en 
10 jaar later werd afgezet "ob scaadalosam et vitam minus 
castam"'?. Although one of Beyer's books was printed in
7J-kiarlem, there is nothing to suggest that the two are the same 
person (fortunately for his pupils 1). This is moreover a very 
common name - there is also a contemporary Guilielmus Beyer 
writing theological works in Antwerp.
From what we know of him, Beyer marks himself off from the 
other writers of Dutch grammars in English in that Hexham., 
Hillenius and Richardson (the writer of the Anvlo-Belgica of 
1677) all had very strong connections with the church; although 
Hillenius was by profession a teacher he was also a very active 
preacher. Furthermore Hexham, Hillenius and Richardson were 
all English (and even Sewel was of English descent), Beyer is 
therefore the only Dutchman of these four first grammarians, and 
also the only full-time professional teacher with no known 
connection with the church,- assuming again that the unchaste 
priest from Haarlem is no relation I
Excel.lent accouhts of what is known on the lives of the 
other writers are to be found in the articles mentioned in the 
footnotes. It would be superfluous to repeat them here, where 
Beyer is the main object of interest, and also presumptuous 
to give extracts.
The grammar of Beyer and its contemporaries
In the articles of Leroux and Scheurweghs'"' the sources of 
Hexham are identified, the main one being undoubtedly Van Heule
Q
1633, with certain sections taken from other works. Dibbets^ 
justifiably amended their conclusion to make the main secondary 
source Dafforne instead of Van der Bchuere, for example in the 
section on diphthongs and the treatment of pronunciation. The 
general judgment of Leroux and Bcheurweghs is harsh:. *^Hexha^| 
did not realise that the amalgam he was producing must be a 
mixture with much incoherence and inconsistency. Therefore he 
could not have produced a great grammar, even if he had had the
I ^
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necessary insight into the language he was describing*. Fowgver
in view of the fact that he had no direct model to fall back on
in describing Dutch gramm!r for English readers, and that as Ifar -
K  ■ . ■
as is known he had no training in lexicography or the compiling 
of grammars, his effort is in many ways creditable, as I hope to 
point out below, when comparing his work with that of Beyer and 
Hillenius.
The latter, like Hexham, used Van Heule *slavishly and 
extensively*^^, and indeed long passages in both Hillenius and 
Hexham are no more than direct translations from Van Heule 1633.
In this respect Beyer differs. He did not, on the whole, 
translate, he adapted. This could well be a product of his 
professional aptitude as a schoolmaster, though this did not 
seem to have helped Hillenius.
Beyer's approach is to digest his source, then to completely 
restructure it, picking out paragraphs here and there, combining 
sections, eliminating repetitions, unifying and editing. It is 
clearly the fruits of a long and intensive use of Van Heule's 
grammar in his school, where he would have had ample time to 
notice how the work could be streamlined to fit his own needs.
In this he is even more ruthless than Hexham, and his grammar is 
little over half the length of the letter's. It is still t
Î
undisputable based on Van Heule, and although he paraphrases I*
most of what he borrows, it is relatively simple, if somewhat | 
time-consuming, to find the original paragraph in the source. | 
Again unlike Hexham, Beyer seems to have used no other- sources, | 
but like Hexham little is original to the writer himself. A |
great deal of what Hexham retains is omitted by Beyer, since |
the latter was aiming primarily at a much younger audience - his |I
pupils - necessitating a simpler approach. _ ^
I '
Hot only was Beyer very selective in his choice of material, | 
but he was evidently well acquainted with it, which is once more Ed
consistent with his having used it as his school text until 
deciding to write his own. The order of the comments in the
book seldom resembles that of Van Heule, though the overal 1
course is the same, starting with spelling, progressing thjrough 
nouns and adjectives, and ending with verbs. However, he gleans
liberally from other sections where relevant, and to show ^ust
to what extent he did this, the succession of paragraphs of 
Van Heule used in Beyer is given at the end of this discussion. 
This paraphrasing rather than translating of the original 
material naturally involves a great many modifications, 
simplifications, clarifications etc. vis à vis Van Heule.
These are too numerous, and mostly too minor (though rarely 
insignificant) to mention here.
Beyer and Van Heule I633
First let me give an example of what Beyer borrowed directly: 
Beyer p.110 De woorden die in het twede geval in n
Van Heule p.55 De woorden die in het twede Geval in H
Beyer eindigen, konnen by haer geen by-woorden lijden:
Van Heule eyndigen, en konnen by haer geen By-woorden lijden,
Beyer want men zeght in het twede geval des Heeren, niet
Van Heule want men zegt in het twede geval Des Heeren, niet
Beyer des grooten Heeren: alsoo oock niet des zwakken
Van Hpule Des grooten Heeren, alzo 0 0 c niet Des swacken
Beyer menschen, des leevende Bropheten: uit de zelve
Van Heule menschen, Des leevenden Bropheten, uyt dé zelve
Beyer reden schijnt te komen dat men niet zeggen
Van Heule reden schijnt het datraen niet zegghen en
Beyer mag, des goeden Godes.
Van Heule mach Des goeden godes.
The English (and French) versions are straight translations 
of this, though naturally do not show the directness of the 
borrowing as clearly.
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Some of Beyer’s arnmendments are telling: Van Heule (pi3)
writes that ^Eenige geleerden achten dat de By-woorden van Ihet 
Mannelic geslacht in H behoren. te eyndigen*, .where Beyer wriftes 
that *Eenige achten dat het ledeke de in den Hoemer van ’t 
eenvout des raannelikke en vrouwelikke^ ^ geslachts in n beboirt 
te eindigen* (p.107). Most of the borrowings are much more' 
freely rendered than these two examples, and occasionally
Beyer inserts a comment of his own. His spelling system
differs from Van Heule's, and from time to time he points out 
that either system is acceptable. Thus, after describing his 
use of final - Instead of P^., he adds that *Eenige evenwel
meinen dat de k eigentlik dient om de woorden te beginnen en de
ç om se te eindigen; dese zonden se schrijven,
Koning of Konin ç ; maer in't tegen deel lieflic: welke spellings 
ik niet zoude durven verwerpen* (p.103). The *Eeni?c* here 
alludes to the rules contained in Van Heule’s book.
It is impossible to enumerate all the original points and 
comments for the reasons stated above, but it is certainly 
possible to give a few notable examples, and to indicate trends, 
or rather the underlying motivations, since Beyer was a 
systematic worker. In this respect he shows a certain 
similarity to the editing tastes of Hexham, the material 
omitted by both falling into a few well-defined categories.
All references to contemporary arguments concerning language 
variants are omitted by both compilers, though Hexham includes 
much that is not present in Beyer, notably the section on , 
diphthongs which he took from Dafforne.
A vast amount of detail is omitted by both compilers, both 
in the form of exceptions to rules, irregularities, variants 
and such like (e.g. Van Heulepp.32-33, 52ff), and in the many 
exact categorisations and subdivisions indulged in by Van Heule^ 
for example in the derivative nouns (pp.3 4-3 9 , 4 2 -4 6 ) and adverbs
(if 98-101). All these omissions can he gathered under the 
global heading detail, which both Hexham and Beyer rightly 
consider irrelevant to the purposes of their books. In some 
sections (notably the classification of adverbs) Hexham retains 
considerably more detail than Beyer; in fact in that specific 
sectjon he has more subdivisions than Van Heule I Such detail 
was fully at home in Van Heule, being a scholarly treatise on 
the native tongue, but was quite out of place in a foreign 
language primer; the source work is as it were stripped to the 
barest bones.
Many sections in Van Heule lent themselves easily to this 
process. Beyer edited out the entirety of pp.102-144, and 
1 5 2 - 1 6 8 , covering en bloc the sections on punctuation, poetics, 
dialects;- and the discussion of syntax (much of which is 
repitition, or rather modification, of what had already been 
said under accidence). -Hexham retained the section on syntax, 
which accounts for his book being longer than Beyer's. A more 
detailed plan of what parts of Van Heule were used by the two 
writers is given below.
One striking and at first sight strange omission in Beyer is 
the paradigm of any of the verbs, and any comment on verbal 
conjugation. This is, however, fully justified by the nature 
of his book. Having already given the conjugation of the Dutch 
verbs as the translation of the French conjugations in the French 
grammar, there is absolutely no reason for him to repeat them 
here. Consequently he refers the reader back to that previous 
section (see p.138). He naturally retains the few comments 
(pp129-144) peculiar to Dutch verbal usage.
These few categories alone cover almost all the omissions: 
derivations, verbs, syntax, poetics, and dialect features
account for the dropping of almost 90 of Van Heule's original 
168 pages.
Several aspects of Van Heule ' s usage were changed by Beijer.
Like Hexham he abandons the four bulging system^^ in favour |of 
the traditional six-case system, and ].ike Hexham he updates 'some 
of the comments on spelling and usage. For example Van Heule 
uses final __ç, as in *ooc*, and Beyer comments that *The spelling 
which is made by c, I cou3.d wish rather to have it made by k*- 
(p.102). Some of Beyer's clmnges merely reflect new or modified 
theories, such as the use of *mannen* (men) in the nom.pl.
(oblique cases only in Van Heule a^d Hexham), differentiation 
forms *geene, gene* (<geen, gene* in Van Heule) for *none, no* 
and' tyonder*, and the rationalisation of the positioning of the 
apostrophe, where Van Heule felt *het wel zo cierlic, ende de 
minste moeyte ... alsmen de verkorte woorden van de bystaende 
woorden, met een By-teyken afscheyt*^^, giving *k*achte, s'jaers*
(I consider, annually) etc. (p.147). Beyer places the apostrophe 
where the letter.-.is omitted: ^'k achte, 's jaers* (p. 1 0 0 ).
Hexham used the same system as Beyer, differing slightly from 
Van der Schuere and Dafforne who both used *’khebbe, ’sKans*
(I have, of the man),- i.e. joined together as one word.
Some of the changes reflect changes in the language: the 
substitution of *het binnenste, het buitenste, het bovenste, het 
onderste* (the inside, outside, top, bottom, - p.118) for *het 
b i m e n *  etc. (Van Heule p.20), the alternative feminine inflexion 
of the participle *gebondene* (bound - p.123) where Van Heule 
only allows *gebonde* (p.2 6 ), the use of the article with certain 
to\m names, as occasionally found in *het Athenen, het leruzalera, 
het Roomen* (according to Van Heule p.22), to which Beyer 
doubtingly adds *nor these also perhaps* (p.1 2 1 ).
V Some significant restructuring occurred in the. categorisation 
of pronouns, where the complex oppositions of Van Heule (p&68-70) 
are simplified to the standard divisions of ^personal pronouns, 
Demonstratives, Possessives, Relatives, and Interrogatives* (p.130^
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The rules for plural formation (p.112) are also streamlined,!
Van Heule being somewhat inelegantly structured. The ordered 
mind of the efficient schoolmaster is evident in Beyer's habit 
of rearranging Van Heule's lists of examples into alphabetical
order(e.g. pp. 1 1 3, 115)^^. 1
There is apparently only one instance of confusion on Beyer's 
part: the alternative inflexions of the masc.nom. adjective 
•de nieuwen of nieuwe mensch* (the new person) and similarly 
•een goet of goede moester* (a good master) are felt by him to 
show that such words "seeme to be of the doubtful gender* (p. 123 
- 125). Van Heule had correctly realised that they were merely 
variant inflexions - •eenige mannelicke woorden ...(konnen) 
twederleye By-woorden by haer ... lijden* ('some masculine words 
allow two forms of adjectives to be used with t h e m ' p . 28).
A possibly significant amendment occurs on page 98. Van
Heule (p.7), in discussing sandhi-assimilation in *dood-fliegen,
af seggen*, mentioned that *tot verzoetinge der Silben, wort
deze vérzachtinge der Letteren, zeer dienstelic gebruykt, door
welk oogmerc de Hooch-duytschen en de Vriezen, de Z, D, ende de
V gemeynelic in S, T en B veranderen, zeggende Bone, Toot, Broom
in plaetse van Zone, Boot, Vroom*^^. Beyer will have none of
this: *Bromjàhig ... ariseth the unpleasing pronunciation of the
Frisians, both of the y and the z, which they always utter as f
and 8 , which is very offensive* (p.98). Not only does he narrow
the field of vision by omitting the reference to German usage,
but he thoroughly disapproves of such a pronunciation, whereas
Van Heule is impartial, if not actually finding it pleasant 1
Beyer, the provincial schoolmaster, lacks the breadth of vision 
I "
and scientific objectivity of the mathematician and scholar
Van Heule.
Line Hexham, Beyer adds relatively little to the original 
material, but he does give ^stiller, sneller* as alternative
comparative forms to «stilder, snelder* (quiEer, swifter - p.129),'
and updates the spelling and pronominal usage: Gy is 
universally used instead of Du. Beyer adds a note to the effect 
that the use of gy in the singular was influenced by French 
v ows (p.1 3 2 ), which Van Heule does not mention.
Beyer was a little more tolerant of spelling variants. Vlhere 
Van Heule mentions that #als naer T, K of C eene D volcht zo 
verandert de D vecltijts in T*(D following T, E, or C often 
changes to T), and similarly Z becomes S, - both ^in het snreken* 
(in speaking, - my italics, p.149), Beyer records that this ;
happens *yea often also in wcrùting® (p. 98). Other spelling 
changes Involve the (not fully consistent) substitution of yiuy 
for and _-y7, as in *eeuwe, nieu* (century, new), the use of 
y_ck instead of -_c, as in *rijck* (rich), and some vowel 
differences. Beyer also introduces the use of accents to 
distinguish from ^  (shee)... but z^ with an accent for 
Oceaen* (p.101). This accent could also be used on *the e 
derived from two other ... as mee-klincker or méklincker, 
consonant, because it cometh from medeklincker* (p.103).
Some of Beyer's spelling agrees with Van Heule, such as the 
use of final yb in *woort, hant* (word, hand) etc., where Hexham 
has 2Ét. It must be borne in mind however that the situation 
with respect to the spelling of the various writers is extremely 
confused, Hexham and Van Heule recommend the same system, but 
Beyer modernises it. Yet all three in practice do not apply 
their recommended systems with anything even vaguely approaching 
consistency, and both Beyer and Hexham use systems at variance 
- in some respects radically - with the tenets of their own 
works. All three actually use different systems.
Some of the details omitted by Hexham are retained by Beyer, 
such as the alternative spelling (peirt* for *paerd* (horse, - 





before vowels (p.107, Van Heule p.31). The marginal commention 
page 67 that die and deze are derived from d e , rejected as 
superfluous by Hexham, is retained by Beyer (p. 131).
Hexham's attitude to Van Heule's innovations
The various attempts at innovation or language reform in |
Van Heule had a mixed reception from Hexham. Some were dropped, . 
such as the distinction of ons (us) from ons' (our) - the latter 
wj.th apostrophe because of the inflected form onse and the former 
beihg invariable. Similarly Van Heule's tentative subjunctive 
forms hebbeën, zyën, wezeën ^p.9 0 , 9 1 , 9 4 , 9 5 ) are ignored, as
is the suggestion of him in the dative (p.73). Each of these is
an attempt by Van Heule to differentiate homonyms: hebben could 
be indicative or subjunctive, hem accusative or dative, find 
each of these abortive attempts is jettisoned by Hexham, But 
that does not mean that all such attempts were ignored. Van 
Heule had been very impressed by the declension system of German 
articles (see especially p.5 0 ), with their distinctive forms for 
each case, gender and. number. Such clarity he would like to see 
also in Dutch, and he suggested parallel differentiational forms. 
Although some of his reforms (such as him, hebbeën) would
have involved the spoken language, the majority (including ons*)
were purely orthographical. This is true of his new forms for 
the articles with denn, derr ('Pp49 - 5 2 ) . The former is dative 
plural to distinguish it from den in the masc.sing.acc., the 
latter is fern.sing.dat. to distinguish it from the gen.plural 
and the fern.sing.gen.. This differentiational spelling pattern 
is transferred to the pronouns heurr, onzenn, onzerr, dienn, 
albenn etc. (if.7 3 ff ), but net to the adjectives, since *denn goeden 
was adequate.
Hot only is this innovation kept by Hexham, but he also 
extends it by analogy to include dieserr, beurr%],jj^den, which are 
not found in Van Heule. It is thus a deliberate and conscious .
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retention. This could possibly be taken to show that such forms j 
did enjoy some currency, or it may just mean that Hexham himself 
was convinced by Van Heule's arguments. All references to these 
differentiation forms are edited out of the revised edition of 
Hexham's grammar and dictionary undertaken by Daniel Manly in 
1672-5.
One non-orthographical innovation which was dropned is the
declension of words by huiging - i.e. the number of inflected v
forms, whereby den man (acc.) and (van) den man (abl.) are
considered the same, since no new form is involved. This is too
radical for Hexham, who substitutes the traditional six latin
cases, as Van Heule had used in his first edition.
Va.n Heule ' s defence of dii as second person singular is
dropped by Hexham on the very good grounds that such usage was
dead by 1648, except *in words of vilifying; as D i schelm. Thou
roAUe *. For Van Heule du and giy (ly ) were the normal singular
and plural forms, whereas for Hexham the forms are respectively
vhy and ghylieden.
One very radical thought of Van Heule's is totally ignored
by Hexham (as by Beyer and all others) - namely the avoidance of
double consonants by the consistent use of double vowels, using
(Beeden, wijlen, zeegen; beden, wilen, zegen* instead of
(respectively) *Beden, wilen, zeven; bedden, willen, zeggen*
(p.149-150, marginal note). In his formulation of this elegant
system (where only _-en is the sign of the plural, e.g. ram ramen,
raam raamen) Van Heule had been inspired by the French-and
Italian consonantal usage *waardoor eene uytnemende lichtichevt
1 6
en zoethyet gebracht (wort)*
Dover's attitude to Van Heule^s.innov âtions
The tentative innovations of Van Heule described above, mostly
attempts at artificial differentiation of homonyms, are treated
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by Beyer in almost the same way as by Hexham. Hebbeën, zyën,
woze ë n , and hlm are dropped, der r , denn, etc. are kept, but 
ons/ ons *, rejected by Hexham, is retained by Beyer (p.134) - 
at least in theory - the comment is kept but his usage does not 
always conform, and ons is frequently used for ons * (e.g. p.133). 
Like Hexham Beyer makes analogical extensions of the denn, derr 
system when inserting his o m  tables, giving forms not to be ; 
found in the original, yet fully consistent with the rule (cf. 
his comment on p. 133-134, not to be found in Van ,
Hexham and JlUfH
As discussed above, the approach of these two adapters 
differs in many ways, though both have much the some aim: the 
moulding of a streamlined foreign languege primer - in English 
in the case of Hexham, in English, French (and Dutch) in the 
case of Beyer - from a detailed treatise on the native language. 
.It is interesting to compare the differences in their approach 
and the effect on the resulting work.
Both omit much the same sort of material, such as 
irregularities, anomalous inflexions, variants, derivation rules, 
dialect variants, historical developments, contemporary 
controversies etc., - all of which was placed under the 
comprehensive heading dei^ij.. Hith this in mind it is perhaps 
surprising to note that the pages of Van Heule used by the two 
adapters are by no means the same (see the table given below). 
Considerable passages used by one Ewœ totally ignored by the 
other. Of the first 140 pages of Van Heule, Hexham omits pages 
11, 23, 26-33, 45-46, 52, 55-58, 60, 99, 114, 130, 136-137, - 
only 23 pages. Of these same 140 sides Beyer omits pages 8-10, 
includes 11, omits 12-17, 31-33, 35-46, 48-52, 64, 66, 90-96. 
qq-140 - a total of almost 80 pa.ges, plus a great many odd
paragraphs. After Van Heule's page 140 Hexham uses nothing, but 
Beyer uses the section on loan words (144-145) and spelling
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variants (146-151), incorporating them in appropriate places 
n'n the material drawn from earlier chapters. The only material 
used fully by both writers is pages 18-22, 24-25 (adjective 
declensions, genders), and 67-86 (pronouns, types of verb) - a 
mere 27 pages: and up to p.140 only 11 pages of Van Heule are 
used by nejither writer. This leaves about 102 pages used by 
only one of the two, and this is usually Hexham.
In view of these figures it is noticeable, remarkable even, 
that both works constitute comprehensive and largely adenrate 
grammars, granted their limited' aims. Given their difference 
in length Hexham naturally contains much not in Beyer, but this 
in no way affects the usefulness or adequacy of the latter. It 
is probably a tribute to Beyer's talent as a schoolmaster that 
he so skilfully constructs a work to fit his own requirements 
exactly, from so comprehensive a work as Van Heule*s. It must 
also be borne in mind that Beyer was probably aiming at a 
substantially younger audience than Hexham, and so needed to 
concentrate more on the basic material.
The views of the tv;o adapters vary somewhat, but on no 
occasion is this radical. Both prefer the six-case system 
vdiich a foreign learner would be more acquainted viith, both 
amend and update Van Heule's comments on punctuation and 
spelling, especially in the Manly revision of Hexham where the
now totally irrelevant paragraph (Hu.v^) on the use of -oh,
-t, is dropped in its entirety; both reject Van Heule's 
hebbeën forms, and, most significantly, both retain the denn, 
clerr system inspired by German usage. Only Beyer retains 
ons/ ons-*, and only Hexham retains the dif ferentiational use of 
imans (nom.pl.) and mannen (oblique cases). Both retain the 
form den in the nom,sing. - Beyer as an alternative for both 
masculine and feminine, and Hexham as the normal masc. form. 
This latter usage caused Hexham's omission of Van Heule's 
discussion on the phenomenon - it was no longer relevant. The
I 19
ne\î functi on of the works caused both writers to expand the | 
treatment of verbs, by giving the paradigms so necessary to jbhe 
foreiign Learner, though Beyer does not actually do so in the}
Dutch section. 1
In the compiling of his grammar Beyer seems to have used 
only Van Heule in the 1633 edition, which he had possibly used 
in his school, annotating his ovm modifications in situ, îiexham 
on the other hand performs very few alterations on Van Heule's 
text, but also used Dafforne (1627), and possibly also Van Heule's 
first edition (1 6 2 5 ).
Ih their desire to compile a foreign language primer in 
English, Hexham had no model to adopt as basis, and Beyer had 
only Hexham, which work he either did not know or did not value. 
They were both forced therefore to use a native grammar, however 
unsuitable its approach, and adapt it to the new function. The 
later works of Richardson and the anonymous Ditch Tutor of 1650 
preferred to canibalise Hexham. The only worthy grammar at hand 
was Van Heule, in the latest edition of 1633. In their efforts 
to edit the work the various writers employed widely differing 
tactics, Hexham and Hillenius merely translating specified parts, 
Beyer paraphrasing and completely recasting such parts of the 
work as he felt indispensible. 'Each of them makes use of many 
different parts of the source material, but present, broadly 
speaking, fairly comprehensive grammars which are adequate to 
their purpose. Sometimes the results are not altogether as- 
coherent as would be demanded in later times, but i3. faut juger 
des écrits d ’après leur date. To a greater-or lesser extent all 
update the comments of the source where appropriate, though often 
in different ways, for examule they each have a different swelling
system, and each in turn differs from Van Heule's. All three 
works are important evidence of the widespread use of Van Heule. 
as the standard work on Dutch grammar during that period.
20
Van R e n i e 's ideas therefore, if not his name, will have b e e n  
known outside Holland. Beyer's work may have been known in 
France, though this is difficult to say, and the same holds for 
the other countries in which the few copies of his work are to 
be found. Hexham, the much more concise l'ut o r , and the much more 
common Hillenius and Richardson were certainly known and used in 
England (Hexham was only published as pa.rt of the dictionary). .
And although Van Heule in Holland would in all probability be 
(we3.1-)known only to scholars, intellectuals, and literary 
figures (P.O. Hooft knew and admired it), all English speakers 
learning Dutch from a grammar would have had to use a work based 
on Van Heule, be it directly (e.g. Hexham or Hillenius) or 
indirectly (the T u tor), and would therefore possibly also have 
used some of the forms suggested by him. It is intriguing in 
this light to speculate on the reaction of contemporary Dutchmen 
on seeing derr, denn, onZerr, heurr-lieden etc. being used as 
"standard" Dutch by foreigners I
Judging from some of the more extreme forms used by these 
contemporary Dutchmen however, it is doubtful if they would have 
been oversurprised on seeing such forms. The same applies to any 
Frenchman who might have used Beyer. Beyer obviously had a far 
greater readership than his own school in mind, otherwise there 
would have been no point in including French and English versions 
of each grammar,- unless he was expecting to receive French or 
English pupils at his school I It is important to note moreover 
that in using his book as a school text in Holland, Beyer may 
have contributed to any tendency to use the differentiational 
forms taken over from Van Heule.
For the purpose of comparison with Beyer, a table is given below 
of the route followed by Hexham on his journey through Van H e u l e . 
The route is simplified, not noting where odd paragraphs are
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omitted, and the page numbers refer to the 1633 edition. Note 
especially the only two deviations from the straight line^ ^ : 
1-8,// 8-10, 12^22, 24-25, 34-39, 59, 61_, 40-45, 47-54, 63-71 , 
73-74, 76, 78, 77, 79-86, 88, 90-91, 93-97,//, 98,//, 100-101,
// 102-113, 115-129, 131-135,//, 137-140.
The somewhat more tortuous route followed by Beyer shows amply
the different approach. It is necessary to proceed by page
and paragraph since he rarely treats a pai^e or section as a whole
1 9
and not infrequently works his way through a section backwards I 
2i]i; 3ii, iv, v; 1491; 148viii, vii, vi, v; 7ii; 31: 6iii: 71, 
111; 149vi; 150ii; 14911 - v, vil; 146111; 1471, 111, 11; 151111,
I
ii, i; 146v; 1511: 11 Hi.: 8via: 60iv; 6ii; 51, H ;  8vib; 91;
14511; 1441v; 1451; 31; 144111; 471v, li; 5111, iii; 54ii; 30ii, 
iv; 491; 531; 57v, ii; 531v; 5511, 111; 56iii; 571, iv, ill, vi.; 
58i, i i ; 56iv;^vb, va, v i ; 60iv, v i ; 61i, i i ; 62ii, iii: 61iv;
62i; 40ii; 41viii; 42i; 67iii; 19i - v; 20vi; 211; 19vi; 201 - v; 
23ix, vii, viii; 241: 21ii - 23vi; 34ii; 531v: 24111 - v, m*;
27ii; 26vi; 271: 25111, m-^ , iv; 26ii, iv, v; 29111; 28iii, iv:
291; 33ii; 341; 30iii; 311; 62v; 631, ii, iv, iii; 62v; 64v;
651 - iv; 79iv, i - vi; 17iv, v; 18ii, v, iv, vi, vii; 70iii;
68ii: 69iv; 70iv; 67iv, m*; 701, vi, ix; 69v, i; 71ii, iv; 7311,v; 
721; 7411, ill; 731; 75v; 6911; 2611; 7 5 H 1 :  74iv: 751,11, mx-; 
741v; 771v, v; 761 - iii, v; 7811, iii, v, i; 70ii: 79vii; 84111; 
871; 85ii; 87v; 881; 89iii; 90111; 87111; 81 v, Iv; 97111a_; 98111: 
97ilnb; 981, 11; 80111, iv; 81vi, vii; 841lib, iv; 851, H I  - v; 
861, ii; 82ii, 1, H i  - vi; 831; 811, H I .
The division of Van Heule into paragraphs cannot be done without 
subjectivity, but comparison of the texts should make clear which 
•paragraph# is meant. To anyone who can digest this plan it will 
be obvious that Beyer did not exactly fol.l ow the straight line 
adopted by Hexham I
John Gl^dhill
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